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This study examined the relationship between church effectiveness and
pastoral management behavior. The study utilized Barna Research Group’s Highly
Effective Church Inventory to assess church effectiveness and a modified version of
Kim S. Cameron’s Management Skills Assessment Instrument to assess pastoral
management behavior.
This study produced several significant findings. The participant churches met
Barna’s criteria for effectiveness. The pastors of the study churches did not utilize any
single cluster of management skills. The study revealed a relationship between church
effectiveness and pastoral management behavior.
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CHAPTER 1
PROBLEM
The business world has discovered a valuable secret. Driven by an insatiable
desire for more—more profit, more market share, more success—it has discovered
the secret to long-term profitability and success. The secret the business world has
discovered is this: satisfied employees.
At the 2006 Willow Creek Leadership Summit, Harvard Business School
professor Ashish Nanda outlined the service profit chain as set forth by James
Heskett, W. Earl Sasser, and Leonard Schlesinger. Nanda briefly outlined the theory
by posing a series of rhetorical questions. “What is it that leads to a company’s longterm profitability or success? Customer loyalty,” he answered. “What is it that leads to
customer loyalty? Customer satisfaction. What brings about customer satisfaction?
Perceived value.” Creating a consistent, positive experience increases the likelihood a
customer will perceive value. Finally, Nanda asked, “What leads to consistent,
positive experiences?” He drove home his point when he answered, “A satisfied
staff.”
Others in the business world confirm the Harvard findings. The second of Jim
Collins’ six “good to great” principles states, “First who … then what” (41). Great
companies recognize that people (i.e., employees) come first. Disciplined people
engaged in disciplined thought taking disciplined action produce enduring results.
The Gallup organization places “engaged employees” at the center of “The
Gallup Path” to success. Engaged employees lead to engaged customers. Engaged
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customers lead to sustainable growth. Sustainable growth leads to real profit increase,
and real profit increase leads to stock increase.
If satisfied employees are the secret to success, effective management is the
key to producing satisfied employees. As James Heskett, W. Earl Sasser, and Leonard
Schlesinger state, “Organizations that understand and manage according to the
service profit chain … achieve remarkable results” (18). Other business leaders
concur. For Collins, the step that precedes “First who … then what,” is leadership
(17). On “The Gallup Path,” great managers come immediately before engaged employees.
Great managers develop the loyal, satisfied employees who lie at the heart of
successful organizations.
Recent studies of large churches are beginning to point to the importance of
staff development as well. In a 2007 survey of thirty-four “of the most promising
churches in America,” Dr. Warren Bird, research director for Leadership Network,
found that among the factors church staff members most value personally was
“[l]eadership that positively motivates staff and employees to do their best work”
(Springle 3). The most highly rated aspects of those staff members’ jobs were
1. A compelling vision and rewarding work,
2. An environment of respect,
3. Service to God, and
4. Fairness (3).
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Three of the four—compelling vision, the creation of an environment of respect, and
fairness—are clearly the result of church leaders focusing on the development of
their employees.
In 2008, Al Lopus, president of the Best Christian Workplaces Institute, found
that developing a healthy staff culture is one of the key drivers for high impact
churches (1). He writes, “It should come as no surprise … that intentionally focusing
on building a healthy staff culture is one of the ways church leadership is changing”
(2). In a survey of 1,900 employees at fourteen large churches between 2005 and
2007, Lopus found, “The issues that matter most to church staff are the character
and competence of church leadership” (3).
If what these business authors suggest is true, and if what recent church
studies are beginning to reveal is accurate, their findings may have broad implications
for the church. First and foremost, these findings suggest that the key to building a
successful church may lie in developing engaged employees. If pastors, as managers
of the church, want to develop successful churches, they ought to focus on
developing their employees. In short, pastors need to manage their employees well.
Pastors need to engage in a range of management behaviors that will bring out the
best in each employee. When employees feel satisfied and engaged, a church is more
likely to be successful. When a pastor possesses knowledge, skill, and experience in
managing people, he or she has a head start on building an effective church.
Pastors ought to develop skill in managing people. The challenge lies in the
fact that managing people is yet another role pastors are expected to take on in the
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contemporary church. Pastors who entered the world during the Christendom era are
finding the world has changed. To insist on faithfulness is not enough. As Rick
Warren says, “It takes more than dedication to lead a church to grow; it takes skill
[original emphasis]” (57). Pastors must clarify their own understanding of their role
and pursue it with all diligence, acquiring whatever skills are necessary to bear the
most fruit.
Suggesting that pastors act as managers creates a problem in the United
Methodist Church (UMC). United Methodist (UM) pastors often lack the requisite
knowledge, skills, or experience necessary for managing people effectively. Not only
do they not know how to manage people, many are unaware even of the importance
of effective personnel management.
The situation in the UMC is not entirely the fault of its pastors; the problem
of ill-equipped pastors arises, in part, because of systemic deficiencies. Historically,
the primary basis of pastoral appointments in many UM conferences has been the
pastor’s salary and tenure rather than his or her skills and abilities. Thus, after a
number of years serving smaller churches with no staff, a pastor may find her or
himself appointed to a church with multiple staff members. Unless a pastor possesses
previous management experience or has deliberately sought out management training,
he or she is likely to overlook the importance of staff management.
Seminary education traditionally offers little in the way of help. Required
Bible, theology, and integrated ministry courses already crowd ninety-plus hour
masters programs. Over the past decade or so, seminaries have responded to a
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growing popular interest in leadership by offering an increasing number of church
leadership courses. While these new offerings are a helpful trend, few seminaries, if
any, offer basic finance or personnel or management courses for their pastors-intraining.
If what the business literature suggests is true—that managing staff well is the
key to organizational effectiveness—and if UM pastors have little or no training in
managing staff, one must wonder how effective UM churches are likely to be.
The Purpose Stated
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between church
effectiveness and pastoral management behavior in the North and South Indiana
Conferences of the United Methodist Church.
Research Questions
Three research questions emerge from the stated purpose of this study:
1. What is the level of effectiveness of the study churches?
2. What management behaviors do pastors utilize?
3. What is the relationship between church effectiveness and pastoral
management behavior?
Definition of Terms
For the purpose of this study, I defined three key terms.
An effective church possesses all nine habits of highly effective churches as
identified by George Barna (Habits 16). According to Barna, highly effective churches
1. Rely upon strategic leadership,
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2. Are organized to facilitate highly effective ministry,
3. Emphasize developing significant relationships within the congregation,
4. Invest themselves in genuine worship,
5. Engage in strategic evangelism,
6. Get their people involved in systematic theological growth,
7. Utilize holistic stewardship practices,
8. Serve the needy, and
9. Equip families to minister to themselves.
Management behaviors are the twelve management competency categories of the
Competing Values Framework (see Table 1.1).
Pastor refers to the senior or solo pastor of a church.

Table 1.1. Competency Clusters and Categories of the Competing Values
Framework
Clan Competencies
Managing teams
Managing interpersonal relationships
Managing the development of others
Hierarchy Competencies
Managing acculturation
Managing the control system
Managing coordination

Adhocracy Competencies
Managing innovation
Managing the future
Managing continuous improvement
Market Competencies
Managing competitiveness
Managing employees
Managing customer service
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Methodology
This study was an evaluation utilizing descriptive and correlational methods.
This study utilized Barna’s Highly Effective Church Inventory (HECI) to assess a
pastor’s perception of his or her church’s effectiveness and a modified version of
Kim S. Cameron’s Management Skills Assessment Instrument (MSAI) to assess
pastoral management behavior (Cameron and Quinn 153).
Population
This study surveyed a criterion-based sample of pastors of effective UM
churches in the North and South Indiana Conferences of the UMC. Cabinet
members of the North and South Indiana Conferences recommended eighty-seven
churches for participation in the study based on Barna’s criteria for effective
churches.
Instrumentation
Pastors of the recommended churches completed Barna’s HECI. The HECI
is a “self-administered evaluation tool [designed] to gauge how well [a] church
compares to a group of churches studied by the Barna Research Group that [it calls]
‘highly effective churches’” (Barna, “Highly Effective Church Inventory” 1).
This study utilized a modified version of Cameron’s MSAI to assess pastoral
management behavior. In order to maintain the integrity and validity of the MSAI, I
made every effort to retain its original language. Because Cameron originally designed
the MSAI for managers at various levels of an organization, some items contained
language foreign to most church settings; therefore, I changed phrases such as
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“people in my unit” to “people on my staff.” Otherwise, the items remained
unchanged. I modified the directions for completing and returning the survey to suit
the purpose of this study. Similarly, I modified the demographic section of the
inventory for use in the local church setting.
Data Collection
The cabinets of the North and South Indiana Conferences of the UMC
recommended churches for the study. The pastors of those churches received copies
of both the MSAI and the HECI, along with instructions for completing each.
Pastors returned the completed surveys in an enclosed self-addressed stamped
envelope.
Delimitations and Generalizability
This study was a first step toward understanding the management behavior of
pastors. By design, this study examined only UM pastors of effective churches in
Indiana. The results, therefore, are generalizable only to those pastors who
participated in the study.
If any of the managerial leadership roles or key competencies correlates with
church effectiveness, causal statements regarding management behavior and church
effectiveness must await further research utilizing broader selection criteria.
Results of this study are likely generalizable to other UM conferences,
especially those in direct proximity to Indiana. One should use caution when
generalizing the results of this study beyond conferences immediately adjoining the
North and South Indiana conferences.
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The results of this study are limited to the UM pastors studied. Further study
of pastors of other UM conferences, other denominations, and other groups of
churches would strengthen the conclusions drawn from this study.
Theological Grounding
An understanding of the nature and purpose of the church provides the
theological grounding for this study. Volumes could be and have been written on this
topic. In the strategic planning process, leaders often ask the salient questions this
study attempts to address: “Who are we—as the church—to be, and what are we to
do?” Being and doing are at the core questions for both the pastor and the church. I
acknowledge both are essential. However, the purpose of this study is to emphasize
doing. Scripture calls this bearing fruit.
Ample references throughout Scripture signal the importance of bearing fruit.
The key scriptural anchor of this study is John 15. In this passage, Jesus exhorts his
disciples to abide in him, in other words, “to be” in him. Abiding is not the final goal.
Jesus urged his disciples to abide in him in order that they might bear fruit.
This being/doing dichotomy is reflected in individuals, in the church, and,
interestingly, in business organizations. This dichotomy should be of special interest
to pastors and congregations. Pastors and churches cannot be content only with
being. Pastors cannot say, “I’m only called to be a pastor,” if more fruit can be borne
through effective management. Churches cannot say in either words or practice, “We
are here to be the presence of Christ in the community,” without also demonstrating
their effectiveness. Jesus calls his followers to be and to do, to abide and to bear fruit.
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Overview of the Study
Chapter 2 reviews selected literature and relevant research. The literature
review brings into dialog two disparate fields—theology and business management—
by utilizing the language of a third discipline, namely, that of organizational
effectiveness.
Chapter 3 presents the design of the study in detail.
Chapter 4 presents the study’s findings.
Chapter 5 discusses the major findings of the study in detail, makes other
observations, notes limitations, and suggests opportunities for practical application
and further study.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE
This study sought to examine the relationship between church effectiveness
and pastoral management behavior. The language of organizational effectiveness
provides a means of bridging the gap between theology and business. While the
church is comfortable with theology, it has largely remained distrustful of secular
business literature. In order for the church to be more effective, it must reflect
theologically on effective business practices and adapt them for use within the
church.
From Profit to Effectiveness
Over the past two decades, business and leadership literature has proliferated.
Out of this literature, new ways of viewing the nature and purpose of business have
emerged. The sole purpose of business used to be maximizing profit. Recently,
however, business leaders and authors have begun to suggest that profit is one of
several purposes of business.
A key element of these new views is a broadening definition of success. The
role of leadership is to define success. Marcus Buckingham and Curt Coffman of the
Gallup organization state, “The role of the company is to identify the desired end”
(236). Heskett, Sasser, and Schlesinger echo this sentiment: “Outstanding
organizations have to be managed for results. They don’t create products or services,
they deliver results” (17). Desired end and results are broader terms than profit. Profit is
now only one component of success.
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A growing consensus is emerging that believes long-term growth and
profitability are better standards of success than is profit. Author and former
Stanford University Graduate School of Business professor Collins defines great
companies as those who produced great, sustained results for at least fifteen years (3).
John P. Kotter of the Harvard Business School writes, “In the words of a renowned
executive: ‘The job of management is to win in the short term while making sure
you’re in an even stronger position to win in the future’” (125). The role of leadership
is not simply to maximize profits; leadership must also manage for the future.
If profit is no longer the sole component of success, neither is success
measured in monetary terms alone. The value an organization creates is now the
measure of its success. Profit is a by-product of creating value.
When Reichheld and Sasser examined the links of the service profit chain,
they concluded, “Customer loyalty [i.e., the customer’s perception of value] is a more
important determinant of profit than market share in a wide range of industries”
(Heskett, Sasser, and Schlesinger 21). An organization is successful, therefore, when it
creates long-term value.
Noel M. Tichy and Eli Cohen arrive at the same conclusion. Winning
encompasses both aspects of this broader definition of success. Winning means
adding value and sustained excellence (14). Kim S. Cameron et al. concur. All
organizations—corporations, churches, schools, government agencies—exist to
create long-term value (22). Value creation is the new measure of an organization’s
success.
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In noting the broadening of the definition of success, the discussion has
moved subtly from the field of business management to the burgeoning field of
organizational development (OD), or, organizational effectiveness as it is sometimes
called. According to OD pioneer Richard Beckhard, OD can be defined as “a
planned, organization-wide effort managed from the top to increase organization
effectiveness and health through planned interventions in the organization’s
‘processes’ using behavioral science knowledge” (9). Pursuing organizational
effectiveness is now the preferred method of measuring an organization’s success.
A Theology of Church Effectiveness
When applying organizational effectiveness concepts to the church, certain
implications begin to emerge. First, management guru Peter F. Drucker clarifies the
difference between effectiveness and efficiency. “Effectiveness is the foundation of
success—efficiency is a minimum condition for survival after [original emphasis]
success has been achieved. Efficiency is concerned with doing things right.
Effectiveness is doing the right things” (45). Drucker continues, “It is effectiveness and
not efficiency which the service institution lacks [original emphasis]” (138). Drucker’s
distinction between effectiveness and efficiency should ease pastors’ concerns about
business language and resonate with their desire to be effective in ministry.
Even with Drucker’s caution, one can almost hear pastors raising objections. “Jesus
doesn’t call us to be successful. He calls us to be faithful.” “We’ve tried that before.
Why should we do it again?” “I knew it. It’s all about numbers. It is always about
numbers.” A theology of church effectiveness helps address such concerns. Relevant
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biblical material, historical attempts to renew and maintain effectiveness, and the
doctrine of the church provide a strong foundation for such a theology.
Faithfulness and Fruitfulness—Grounded in Scripture
The first objection raised is that Jesus does not call people or the church to be
successful; he calls them to be faithful. Those who raise this objection quickly point
to the parable of the talents. As recorded in Matthew 25, the first two slaves, who
double the number of talents entrusted to them by their master, receive a double
reward: They are blessed and entrusted with more. The master says, “‘Well done,
good and faithful slave. You were faithful with a few things, I will put you in charge
of many things; enter into the joy of your master’” (Matt. 25:21, NAU). The objectors
properly note that Matthew describes the slaves as and praises them for being
faithful, but their faithfulness is not the only thing Jesus commends. Jesus praises and
rewards them for both being faithful and for bringing forth (producing) a return.
The example of the third slave emphasizes the necessity of both being faithful
and bearing fruit. Even though the third slave knew his master expected to receive
back more than the master gave him, the slave returned only the original talent. He
was faithful in relation to the talent he received; he returned it untouched to his
master. In relation to his master, he was unfaithful. He failed to act in a manner
consistent with what he knew his master’s character to be. “‘Master, I knew you to be
a hard man, reaping where you did not sow and gathering where you scattered no
seed. And I was afraid, and went away and hid your talent in the ground’” (Matt.
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25:24-25). Being faithful is not enough. Christ expects his followers to be faithful, yes,
but he also expects them to act in a manner consistent with his character.
Quaker theologian and former chaplain to both Harvard and Stanford
Universities, Elton Trueblood laments the development of mediocrity in society’s
institutions. “Few contemporary developments are more disquieting than that
represented by the cult of mediocrity. The heart of this mediocrity is deliberate
limitation of achievement” (183). When the ideal of excellence is lost, “men and
women habitually settle for what is pressing; they put in their time; they hold the job”
(183). Trueblood’s statements help reveal the Lord’s passion for excellence.
In the opening sentence of his book, Reggie McNeal paraphrases Trueblood:
“Deliberate mediocrity is a sin” (1). If deliberate mediocrity is a sin, so is
unintentional mediocrity, which is where the “just be faithful” argument often ends.
Jesus calls his followers to be faithful, but he also calls them to be fruitful.
The biblical term most closely related to effectiveness is fruitfulness. The
words fruit and fruitfulness appear repeatedly throughout the Bible. Leland Ryken,
James C. Wilhoit, and Tremper Longman, III indicate three definitions of fruit are
common in Scripture (313). The first parallels modern scientific classification of fruit
produced by fruit trees. More generally, fruit may mean the produce or offspring of
any plant or animal. Finally, fruit takes on a metaphorical definition as the result of an
action. This third definition most closely captures the essence of effectiveness.
In the Bible, fruit are either good or bad. In Genesis 1:11-12 the land
produced seed-bearing plants and trees that bore fruit: “And God saw that it was
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good.” At the other extreme, the fruit, or consequence, of the Fall was shame, pain,
suffering, and death—”the archetypal bad fruit” (Ryken, Wilhoit, and Longman 313).
In the New Creation pictured in Revelation, the tree of life stands on each side of the
river of life, “bearing kinds of fruit, yielding its fruit every month” (Rev. 22:2). The
tree of life brings forth good fruit: healing and abundant life, a reversal of the Fall
(Ryken, Wilhoit, and Longman 313).
The quality of fruit, good or bad, is not the only fruit-related issue in the Bible.
As suggested, fruit bearing is expected. In Genesis, God not only commands plants
and trees to bear fruit; he commands the sea creatures and livestock to do so as well.
Creation culminates with God’s blessing and command to “be fruitful and multiply”
(Gen. 1:28). Fruit bearing is a natural outcome of participation in creation.
After the Fall, God chose Israel to be his people. Israel was the remnant
people chosen to enact God’s original intention for humanity. When God called
Abraham (then Abram) he said, “And I will make you a great nation, and I will bless
you…. And so you shall be a blessing” (Gen. 12:2). Israel’s mandate included God’s
expectation that Israel would bear good fruit (i.e., be a blessing).
Appropriately enough, Israel’s prophets chose the image of the vine or
vineyard to symbolize God’s charge to Israel. Isaiah 5 paints a moving picture of
God’s care in cultivating his vineyard Israel, but Israel is called to account when the
Lord comes seeking good grapes and only bad are found (Isa. 5:4). George R.
Beasley-Murray describes the close association between the image of the vineyard and
God’s judgment:

Scholl 17
In every instance where Israel in its historical life is depicted in the Old
Testament as a vine or vineyard, the nation is set under the judgment
of God for its corruption, sometimes explicitly for its failure to
produce good fruit. (272)
Not only did God expect Israel to bear fruit, but Israel’s failure to bear fruit resulted
in judgment.
In the New Testament, John the Baptist and Jesus both speak of the acts of
men and women as their fruits (Moore 472). In the Gospels Jesus emphasizes the
necessity of bearing good fruit. In Matthew 7:17-20 he says good trees bear good fruit
and bad trees bear bad fruit. Trees that do not bear good fruit are the subject of
judgment: “Every tree that does not bear good fruit is cut down and thrown into the
fire” (Matt. 7:19). In Matthew 21:43, Jesus says the kingdom of God will be taken
away from those who do not produce fruit and given to a people who will produce its
fruit. The parable of the talents speaks of the need not only for faithfulness but also
for fruitfulness.
Scripture not only expects fruit to be borne, but it reveals how fruit can be
borne. Jesus describes God’s plan for fruit bearing most clearly in John 15: Fruit is
borne by abiding (remaining) in him. Once again, being and doing are inseparable.
Jesus transforms the image of Israel as the vineyard by identifying himself as the true
vine. God the Father remains the vinedresser. In John 15 Jesus draws a sharp
contrast between those who bear fruit and those who do not, as illustrated by Table
2.1.

Scholl 18
Table 2.1. Consequences of Fruit Bearing in John 15
Those Who Bear Fruit

Those Who Do Not Bear Fruit

Are pruned (v. 2)
Abide in the vine (v. 4)
Bear fruit (v. 5)
Have fruit that remains (v. 16)

Are taken away (v. 2)
Do not abide (v. 4)
Bear nothing (v. 5)
Are thrown away, dry up, are gathered, cast
into the fire, and burned (v. 6)

Ask whatever they wish and it is done (vv. 7, 16)
Glorify the Father (v. 8)
Are proven to be Jesus’ disciples (v. 8)

Fruit bearing matters to God. Fruit bearing matters so much it forms the basis
of God’s judgment. Because bearing fruit is so important, and because Jesus said the
way to bear fruit is to abide in him, one must understand the meaning of abiding and
bearing fruit in Scripture.
Beasley-Murray says abiding, or remaining, clearly has a deeper significance
than continuing to believe in Christ (272). It means continuing to live in association
or in union with him. Such a continued union will have a transforming effect; fruit
will be borne. This transformation will be observable. It will be outward as well as
inward (see Jas 1:19-27; 2:14-26). Beasley-Murray concludes, “To remain in Christ is
to become fruitful” (273). Abiding and bearing fruit are integrally connected.
Some commentators, along with the New Testament writers, suggest the fruit
that is borne from abiding with Christ is spiritual fruit. In John 15, Jesus associates
abiding and the resulting fruitfulness with spiritual fruit such as love (“abide in my
love” v. 9) and joy (“that your joy may be made full” v. 11). Paul follows an identical
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line of reasoning in Galatians 5: “So I say, walk by the Spirit” (v. 16). “But the fruit of
the Spirit is love, joy” (v. 22). The fruit of abiding may be spiritual fruit, but the word
fruit may mean something more. Henry W. Holloman says fruitfulness is usually
spiritual, but one’s thoughts, motives, words, actions, work, or works may also
provide evidence of fruitfulness (185).
This discussion of faithfulness, fruit, and fruitfulness points to several
conclusions. First, to say God is only interested in faithfulness is an incomplete
understanding. God is interested in both being and doing.
Second, God expects his people to bear fruit. From the beginning, he
expected his creation to be fruitful. He expected his chosen people, Israel, to be
fruitful. He promises those who abide in Christ will be fruitful.
Third, the basis for God’s judgment rests first, on whether or not fruit is
borne, and second, on the kind of fruit that is borne. God will cast away and burn up
those who do not bear fruit and those who bear bad fruit. Those who bear good fruit
will receive God’s blessing.
Finally, the kind of fruit that is expected is at least spiritual in nature. One can
expect spiritual fruit to have an outward effect. The command is to abide; the
consequence of abiding is bearing fruit.
A History of Renewed Effectiveness—Established in Tradition
When considering whether the church should adopt business language and
practice, some object, “We’ve tried that before.” Because something has been tried
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before, however, does not mean it should not be tried again. The church stands in
constant need of revival.
The history of the Christian church is marked by periods of revival. Such
periods evidence movements toward renewed effectiveness. As Fred W. Hoffman
says, “Within the church there must be a house-cleaning before God can work in
power through His children to reach the unsaved multitudes” (15). The Wesleyan
revival brought about renewal in the Church of England. America’s denominational
history is marked by periods of revival. Contemporary strategies are continually being
developed and refined to bring about renewed church effectiveness.
Hoffman observes certain stages of development common to revival
movements across church history. He vividly describes the impoverished spiritual
landscape that precedes revival:
[P]receding each time of revival there comes a period of spiritual
darkness…. The church is engulfed in a deadly pall of indifference to
spiritual realities…. While the forms of religious observance are still
scrupulously maintained, there is no sincerity and no power. Religion
has become but an empty shell, devoid of life. (7)
Prior to revival, religious behavior continues, but spiritual vitality has ebbed. Next
comes the awakening of a deep sense of dissatisfaction in the hearts of a faithful
remnant of godly believers (7-8). As the dissatisfaction deepens, a leader of the
movement emerges (8). This leader interprets and gives voice to the one central truth
that emerges. As revival spreads, it has its effect upon the church. “The first result of
real revival is an awakening in the consciousness of the church and of the individual
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believer, of a deepened sense of sin” (9). The church must become aware of its need
for repentance and change before significant change can be undertaken.
The Wesleyan revival in England came at a time when “religion in England
seemed dead or dying” (Rattenbury 49). John and Charles Wesley became the leaders
who gave shape to the movement. In the Wesleyan revival, three “experimental”
doctrines stand out: God’s unqualified love for all humankind, the witness of the
Spirit, and perfect love (92). John Wesley was not trying to establish a new
denomination. He sought to bring about renewal in the Church of England. “The
Methodist Movement was not only a missionary appeal to outsiders, but a revival of
devotional, and especially of sacramental, practice in the Church of England” (174).
“Wesley did not regard himself as the founder of a new denomination, but of a
Society which stood for certain things neglected in the church” (197).
Revivalism in America repeatedly followed the familiar pattern. Revival began
within the church, among those who professed to be the children of God (Hoffman
15). In the Great Awakening of 1740, Jonathon Edwards and George Whitefield
emphasized the necessity of regeneration (8). In the nineteenth century, Charles
Finney emphasized personal repentance and faith (9). These revivals had a renewing
effect on the church. Through such revivals, “the whole life of the church underwent
a thorough housecleaning, and was brought to new and vigorous life” (60).
“Following the spiritual rejuvenation produced by the revival [of 1800], the church
went forward with new earnestness and consecration in its God-given tasks” (79).
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The revivalism of the nineteenth century further establishes a tradition of renewed
church effectiveness.
The contemporary church growth movement presents a modern expression of
revivalism. Church growth efforts became fashionable as denominationalism
dwindled and Christendom crumbled. Church growth had its limitations, however,
and the church health movement evolved. New renewal movements continue to
emerge as American culture becomes more secular and other world religions gain
acceptance around the world. These movements carry varying names— “emergent,”
“missional,” “apostolic,” but their goal is the same: renewal of the church and greater
effectiveness in accomplishing its mission.
Throughout history, the church has struggled to maintain its effectiveness.
New life transformed periods of malaise when contentment with the status quo could
no longer be tolerated. Gifted leaders emphasized newly discovered or recognized
nuances of the faith and brought renewal to the church. The church struggles to
maintain its effectiveness even to this day.
Church Growth—Found in Experience
A third objection to using business language in the church arises in the wake
of the church growth movement. The belief is that pastors and church leaders will
pursue growth at the expense of theology, that theology and business or theology and
social science are mutually exclusive.
The church growth movement traces its roots to the missionary work of
Donald McGavran. Many regard the 1970 publication of his book Understanding
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Church Growth as the foundation of the church growth movement (Conway).
Ironically, McGavran focuses more on the social sciences than he does on theology
(Conway).
Since its founding, the church growth movement has faced and responded to
criticism. Some have accused McGavran of a having “a naïve understanding of
growth … [that] is intrinsically good … [while] non-growth [is] bad” (Conway). Since
its inception, the church growth movement has had to defend itself against the claim
that the only thing that matters is the numbers.
Lesslie Newbigin insists that the Scriptures place no emphasis whatsoever on
numbers. Even with Luke’s affinity for numbers, the way he records Jesus’ sayings
about the coming of the kingdom of God in no way suggests its coming depends on
the number of those who expect and pray for it (139). Further, Newbigin observes
that Paul did not judge the churches he addressed by their numeric growth (140-41).
Newbigin makes his predisposition against numbers clear: “When numerical growth
is taken as the criterion of judgment on the church, we are transported with alarming
ease into the world of the military campaign or the commercial sales drive” (142).
Numbers alone are not a sufficient measure of bearing fruit.
Elmer Towns, himself a proponent of the church growth movement,
recognizes the danger of emphasizing numbers exclusively. “Those who strive for
numerical growth without seeking spiritual growth are limiting the effectiveness of
their ministry” (“Effective Evangelism View” 44). A focus on numbers alone can
actually limit fruit bearing.
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Missiologist Charles Van Engen offers a corrective voice to church growth’s
overemphasis on numbers: “[Numerical growth] is not the goal of mission; it is a
desired by product” (“Reformist View” 194). The focus on spiritual growth is
difficult to maintain, however, because spiritual growth is difficult to measure or
count.
The church growth movement has had to face the reality that many churches
do not grow. Walter Russell, III describes the problem: “While growth does
sometimes occur as an overflow of the healthy life of the church, local church
expressions of this are generally the exception, rather than the rule” (18). Not every
healthy church grows numerically.
Towns paints the picture more poignantly:
[T]hese churches [that do not grow] are not made up of just carnal
believers or those who do not care. These are churches where people
genuinely pray, work hard, work diligently in ministry, and want
growth, renewal, and revival but receive only marginal results, if they
receive any at all. (“Renewal View” 242)
Unfortunately, wanting growth, renewal, and revival is not enough.
Partly because of its underdeveloped theology, some accuse the church
growth movement of putting form before function. Howard Snyder uses a
horticultural image to describe the problem that arises from overemphasizing church
growth:
Too much church growth strategizing is like exhorting a plant to grow,
or giving it artificial and possibly toxic nutrients, or placing it into an
artificial environment, or worse, manipulating and artificially shaping its
growth or conjuring up a grotesque hybrid form of the church—rather
than letting the church grow into the vine as God intends, subject to
the nurturing and pruning that God brings. (216)
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Trying too hard can be just as problematic as not trying hard enough.
Towns echoes the organic theme while striking a balance: “A correct view of
church growth is a balance between internal growth and external growth, and it might
be pictured as a balance between organic growth and programmed growth”
(“Effective Evangelism View” 241).
In response to the criticism the church growth movement has received, its
advocates have responded critically and thoughtfully. Seeking to strengthen church
growth’s theological roots, Van Engen has outlined some of the core assumptions of
the church growth movement. At the core of the church growth movement lays the
assumption, “Church growth is God’s will” (“Centrist View” 137). Church growth
advocates claim the movement is built on the fundamental theological principle of
the seeking and finding activity of God. “Given the nature of this covenanting,
loving, self-revealing God of the Bible, church growth is not optional; it is rather, the
most foundational aspect of the essence of our faith” (137). Church growth
advocates have become almost apologetic in defending their emphasis on numbers:
“[W]e do not grow churches because it is the nature of the church; we grow churches
because it is God’s will” (137). While church growth advocates’ earnest desire to see
churches grow should be applauded, they need to reflect critically on their goals and
methods.
Russell suggests two insights that have emerged from church growth’s critical
self-reflection. First, “the growth of the church is not something that should be an
overflow of the life of the church. Rather, growth must be something that is intentional
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[original emphasis] and embraced at the purpose level [original emphasis] of the church”
(18). The second insight “is the clarification and development of the church’s
understanding of the leadership qualities and characteristics necessary to catalyze and
mobilize a group of Christians” (18). Russell’s comments suggest that something
more than the application of church growth principles is necessary for church
growth. Skilled pastors and leaders are also necessary.
The previous discussion has outlined a theology of church effectiveness.
Scripture demonstrates that God expects more than just faithfulness; God expects
fruit. A tradition of renewal and revitalization permeates the church. Each generation
must pursue church effectiveness in its own way. If early in its history the church
growth movement overemphasized numbers, recent expressions of the movement
tempered these concerns. Pursuing a theologically grounded view of church
effectiveness is not only acceptable; it is a contemporary expression of the historic
work of the church. Mark J. Belokonny realizes the necessity of a constantly changing
methodology: “If we are to be effective in reaching our contemporary society with
the unchanging gospel of Jesus Christ, then our methodology must constantly be
changing” (39). Developing a theology of church effectiveness stands firmly within
the church’s tradition of seeking renewed effectiveness.
A Case for Organizational Effectiveness
By applying the language of organizational effectiveness to the church, the
church may discover it has something in common with the business world. Drucker
identifies three popular explanations for the failure of service institutions to perform:
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Their managers are not businesslike; they need better managers; and, their objectives
are intangible. He concludes, “All three are alibis rather than explanations” (137). In
short, the lack of effectiveness is inexcusable.
Drucker emphasizes the difficulty of getting at the issue of effectiveness:
[T]he basic problem of service institutions is not high cost but lack of
effectiveness. They may be very efficient—some are. But they tend not
to do the right things…. Effectiveness cannot be obtained by
businesslike behavior as the term is understood, that is, by greater
efficiency. (138)
The pursuit of effectiveness remains elusive.
Identifying the right things for the organization to pursue is the goal of
organizational effectiveness. The responsibility for identifying the right things falls to
the organization’s leaders. As Cameron et al. suggest, “Never has there been a time
when effective leadership is more crucial for organizational success” (11). An
organization rises or falls on its leadership.
Church Health—Moves toward Effectiveness
As previously noted, the church reacted to the church growth movement’s
apparent overemphasis on numbers. Toward the end of the twentieth century,
Warren and others, themselves children of the church growth movement, redefined
the goal. “I believe the key issue in the twenty-first century will be church health
[original emphasis], not church growth” (17).
Church health has emerged as an attempt to shift the church’s focus away
from numbers. Christian Schwartz, a leading proponent of church health, says, “The
concentration on numerical growth goals overshadows the fact that, at the heart of
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the debate there are far more fundamental issues” (9). Warren concurs, “Focusing on
growth alone misses the point” (17). For the church to be effective, it must be clear
about what it is called to be and what it is called to do.
The church has always struggled with its identity. Different terms are used, but
the struggle has always been between what the church is called to be and what it is
called to do. One way of looking at the church from the being side is to examine the
purpose of the church in light of the ancient creeds. Avery Dulles and Thorwald
Lorenzen both make use of the creedal definition of the church as they describe its
purpose.
According to the Nicene Creed, the church is one, holy, catholic (universal),
and apostolic (United Methodist Hymnal 880). To this list, Lorenzen adds two subtle
nuances. Lorenzen interprets “apostolic” as “has a mission” and “calls people to
serious discipleship” (141). Apart from Lorenzen’s nuances, the creed provides a
description of what the church is to be, but it is silent on what the church is to do.
Subsequently, Lorenzen describes the tension between being and doing as one
between “form and spirit” (142). He categorizes New Testament churches along two
lines: structured (in Luke/Acts and the Pastoral Epistles) and charismatic (in Paul and
John). H. Richard Niebuhr makes a similar distinction: “We need to define the
church further by use of the polar terms ‘community’ and ‘institution’” (21). Placing
the contrasting terms being and doing, spirit and form, and community and
institution along a continuum begins to reveal a more comprehensive view of the
church.
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Schwartz has chosen the term “poles” to describe the two alternatives. At one
pole, the church is dynamic; the church is an organism. At the other pole, the church
is static; it is an organization. According to Schwartz, neither pole represents the
ideal; both are necessary for an accurate understanding of the church. “[T]he
development of the church as an organism inevitably leads to the creation of
institutions…. [T]he aim of these institutions is to be useful in stimulating the
development of the church as an organism” (20). The danger lies in emphasizing one
pole to the exclusion of the other.
Others have attempted to describe the purpose and nature of the church. In
his analysis, Dulles offers five models of the church: the church as institution,
mystical union, sacrament, herald, and servant. He suggests seven criteria for
evaluating his models: (1) basis in Scripture; (2) basis in Christian tradition; (3)
capacity to give church members a sense of their corporate identity; (4) tendency to
foster the virtues and values generally admired by Christians; (5) correspondence with
the religious experience of persons today; (6) theological fruitfulness; and, (7)
fruitfulness in enabling church members to relate successfully to those outside their
own group (e.g., Christians of other traditions, adherents to non-Christian religions,
and secular humanists; 180-81). Dulles’ categorization method might provide a basis
for evaluating church effectiveness.
If one accepts Lorenzen’s nuances of the term apostolic, one can discern
potentially identifiable and measurable aspects of church effectiveness. One might
measure various aspects of the phrases “has a mission,” and, “calls people to serious
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discipleship.” Likewise, Dulles’ criteria might provide a basis for evaluating the doing
side of the church.
Schwartz’s Natural Church Development process advocates just such a
position. As a way of bringing the two sides of the church together, he advocates
examining churches by asking the “functional question” (67). “Asking the functional
question means asking about the fruit and the effect. What comes out of it?” (67).
Schwartz uses the term “functionality” to describe how useful the organizational
(static) pole of the church is in helping stimulating the organic (dynamic) pole (74).
Schwartz claims, “A functional [original emphasis] understanding of the church as an
organization is the only legitimate way to justify the institutional side of the church
theologically” (66). Schwartz’s description of the interaction between the poles helps
explain the dynamic nature of the church.
Schwartz recognizes that the word “functionality” does not occur in Scripture,
but he claims the Bible as a whole, and particularly the teachings of Jesus, teach
functional principles (67). Schwartz points out that “Jesus did not abolish institutional
elements, but he relativized their significance by questioning their function” (69).
Schwartz claims Jesus did what Russell suggested previously; Jesus examined
“institutional elements” at the purpose level.
Schwartz goes on to say a “false” church is “a church whose structures have
not been justified in terms of how useful they are for effective church development”
(66). In order to become a “true church,” a church must “examine its structures from
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a functional point of view” (73). Schwartz suggests that if Jesus asked the functional
question, so ought pastors and church leaders today.
One’s ecclesiology determines one’s attitude toward the church and the
practice of ministry. At various points in the church’s two thousand year history, the
pendulum has swung between the being and doing ends of the spectrum. Rather than
emphasizing an either-or approach, a both/and mind-set seems most helpful.
Niebuhr recognizes that community cannot exist without structure: “[I]t seems clear
that no community can exist without some institutions that give it form, boundaries,
discipline, and the possibilities of expression and common action” (22). These
institutions need to examine themselves along the lines of functionality, as Schwartz
suggests.
Organizational Behavior
The study of effectiveness is not new. In fact, it is centuries old: “For
centuries economists, philosophers, engineers, military generals, government leaders,
and managers have attempted to define, measure, analyze, and capture the essence of
effectiveness” (Ivancevich, Konopaske, and Matteson 20). According to Robert N.
Lussier, the field of organizational behavior seeks to describe “the collective behavior
of an organization’s individuals and group,” and performance, or effectiveness, is
“the extent to which expectations or objectives have been met” (8). Lussier goes on
to say that one normally measures performance on a continuum or ranked on a scale
of 1-10 (8-9). As such, performance is a relative term (9).
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Early organizational theorists sought a unified theory of effectiveness that
addressed every aspect of organizational behavior. Recently, however, Paul Hersey,
Kenneth H. Blanchard, and Dewey E. Johnson have observed a move away from
single-measure assessments of effectiveness (132). Chris Argyris, professor emeritus
at Harvard Business School, reached a similar conclusion. “Effective leadership
depends upon a multitude of conditions. There is no one predetermined, correct way
to behave as a leader” (207). The complexity of human behavior and organizations
present a challenge to theorists.
The application of systems theory to organizations has helped identify the way
complex factors affect organizational effectiveness. In examining organizational
behavior, one should be aware of three levels of analysis: the individual, the group,
and the organization (Ivancevich, Konopaske, and Matteson 20).
Argyris describes the dynamics as they operate on an individual level:
Internal [original emphasis] personality balance exists when the parts of
the individual’s personality are in equilibrium or balance with each
other. People whose personalities are internally balanced are called
adjusted [original emphasis]. External [original emphasis] balance exists
when the personality as a whole is in equilibrium with the outside
environment. People whose personalities are externally balanced are
called adapted [original emphasis]. Total balance occurs when the
internal balance “jibes” with the external balance (i.e., when a person is
adapted and adjusted, which some call integrated [original emphasis]).
(22)
Individuals seek a balanced state, as do all systems.
The same dynamics are at work at the organizational level. As Argyris says,
“All organizations may be said to strive to achieve their objectives, maintain
themselves internally, and adapt to their external environment. This multi-
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dimensional process may be called self-actualization” (49). In this movement toward
self-actualization, organizations display the same tendencies individuals do.
This same internal-external scheme describes the forces that operate within
and upon an organization as a whole. “External forces are beyond management’s
control. Internal forces operate inside the firm and are generally within the control of
management (Ivancevich, Konopaske, and Matteson 590). This internal-external
scheme may provide a way to bridge organizational and church effectiveness.
The Service Profit Chain
The service profit chain illustrates organizational behavioral principles well
(see Figure 2.1). The service profit chain describes “the direct links we have measured
and documented between profit and growth” (Heskett, Sasser, and Schlesinger 18).
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Figure 2.1. The service profit chain.
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The service profit chain synthesizes much of the material previously
presented. The two large boxes represent the internal and external dimensions or
processes of the organization. The output of the internal process is value. Value is the
input for the external process. Growth and profitability are the outputs of the
external process. Growth and profitability become the inputs of the internal process.
The service profit chain is a roadmap for creating long-term value (i.e., for creating
effectiveness).
The engine that makes the service profit chain run is what Heskett, Sasser, and
Schlesinger call the cycle of capability:
“[C]apability” is made up of several components, including: (1) the
latitude to deliver results to customers, (2) a clear expression of limits
within which to frontline employees are permitted to act, (3) excellent
training to perform the job, (4) well-engineered support systems, and
(5) recognition and rewards for doing jobs well, determined at least in
part by the levels of customer satisfaction achieved. (114)
Research has demonstrated that the best-performing employees care about their
capability and that of those around them (115). Capable employees are highly
satisfied:
About two-thirds of employees’ satisfaction levels were caused by just
three factors: (1) the latitude given employees by their management to
meet customer needs, (2) the authority given them to serve customers,
and (3) possession of the knowledge and skills needed to serve
customers. (114)
According to the service profit chain, the development of capable employees is
critical to creating value and, therefore, to organizational effectiveness.
Heskett, Sasser, and Schlesinger draw several conclusions based on their
research. First, customer and employee selection methods are critical to the successful
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creation of an effective organization (115). Second, leaders who utilize the service
profit chain focus on just two very important ideas:
(1) [They] do what is necessary to detect the needs and insure the
satisfaction and loyalty of targeted customers and (2) [they] achieve
this, in most cases, by giving employees the latitude and support
necessary to deliver high value to desired customers. (236)
Third, service profit chain leaders believe “employees with the right attitude, the right
incentives, the right training, and the right amount of latitude who will listen to
customers are the key to designing and providing services that create [the kind of
results customers buy]” (241). In short, managing employees well lies at the heart of
organizational effectiveness.
Dimensional Models of Leadership
Robert E. Quinn et al. trace the development of management theory through
four eras, each dominated by a particular management model (2-11). For them, the
“Internal Process Model” dominates the years 1900-25. From 1926-50, the “Human
Relations Model” emerged. In the second half of the twentieth century, the “Open
Systems Model” emerged, and finally, from about 1976 to the present models
representing a “Both/and” approach became dominant. These both/and theories are
reflected in a number of dimensional models of leadership.
The internal-external dimension is a fundamental aspect of organizational
behavior. In seeking to understand complex organizational dynamics, other
researchers have proposed many other theoretical dimensions. Edgar H. Schein, for
example, describes the characteristics of a learning culture by employing a number of
dimensions (see Table 2.2).
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Table 2.2. Characteristics of a Learning Culture
Organization-Environment Relationship
Environment dominant
Symbiotic
Nature of Human Activity
Reactive, fatalistic

Organization dominant

Harmonizing

Proactive

Nature of Reality and Truth
Moralistic authoritative

Pragmatic

Nature of Human Nature
Humans basically evil
Human nature fixed

Humans basically good
Human nature mutable

Nature of Human Relationships
Groupism
Authoritative/paternalistic
Nature of Time
Past oriented
Short time units

Individualism
Collegial/participative
Present oriented
Medium time units

Information and Communication
Low level of connectivity
Subcultural Uniformity Versus Diversity
High uniformity
Task Versus Relationship Oreintation
Primarily task oriented
Task and relationship
oriented
Linear Versus Systemic Field Logic
Linear thinking

Near-future oriented
Long time units
Fully connected
High diversity
Primarily relationship
oriented
Systemic thinking

Source: Schein 365.
Just as the search for a single set of principles for describing organizational
behavior fell short of its goal, so did the search for a single effective leadership mix
and style for all situations. “[A number of researchers] suggest that leadership
behavior depends upon the situation and not upon any inherent leadership abilities,
although some traits may be common to all leaders” (Argyris 209). As a result,
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numerous situational models of leadership evolved (Ivancevich, Konopaske, and
Matteson 497).
Robert E. Lefton and Victor R. Buzzotta, founders of Psychological
Associates, have developed what they call the Dimensional Model of leadership. This
model places dominance and submission on one dimension and hostility and warmth
on another. “These are the four characteristics that research has found most
important in explaining how people interact” (17). The four resulting quadrants,
“Q1”-”Q4,” describe four leadership styles: autocratic, unassertive, easygoing, and
collaborative, respectively. Rather than developing skill in each of the four quadrants,
Lefton and Buzzotta suggest that Q4, collaboration, is the most desirable leadership
style (55).
Fiedler’s contingency model is another example of a situational theory.
According to Roya Ayman and Erica L. Hartman, the contingency model of
leadership “categorizes leaders into one of two groups: those who are more task
oriented and those who are more relationship oriented” (1429). In his model, Fiedler
postulates that the performance of groups is dependent on the interaction between
leadership style and situational favorableness (Ivancevich, Konopaske, and Matteson
498). According to Fiedler’s theory, leadership style is actually about the level of
satisfaction a leader derives from interpersonal relationships (“Contingency Theory”).
Situational favorableness is comprised of three components: leader-member relations,
task structure, and leader position power. Research on Fiedler’s model suggests that
improving effectiveness requires changing the situation to fit the leader. Fiedler’s
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model led to the development of other contingency approaches, among them the
situational (Hersey-Blanchard), Vroom-Yetton, and path-goal (House) theories
(Ayman and Hartman 1429).
Hersey and Blanchard developed the situational leadership model. Similar to
the dimensional model, Hersey and Blanchard built their model on two basic
concepts: leadership style and follower readiness (Hersey 1). The Hersey-Blanchard
model uses two dimensions to describe leadership style. One dimension describes
supportive relationship behavior along a continuum ranging from low to high. The
other dimension describes the level of directive task behavior required, ranging from
low to high. Leadership style can then be plotted in one of four quadrants. The four
resulting styles are telling, selling, participating, and delegating. Managers in both large
and small businesses have used the situational leadership model and attest to its
usefulness (Ivancevich, Konopaske, and Matteson 504).
In the early 70s, Victor H. Vroom and Philip Yetton developed the first
version of what is considered a behaviorally based contingency model of leadership
decision-making (Ayman and Hartman 1431). Vroom and Yetton “formulated a
normative model of leadership style that sought to specify what degrees of
participation were likely to be effective in different conditions” (Vroom 322). In its
original form (1973), the Vroom-Yetton model included eight situational factors.
Vroom and Jago revised the model in 1988. The Vroom-Jago model raised the
number of situational variables from eight to twelve, and factors varied on five levels,
not just dichotomously as in the Vroom-Yetton model (323). While the Vroom-
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Yetton-Jago model acknowledges and reflects situational variables well, some criticize
it for its failure to make recommendations about what to do (323).
Martin Evans and Robert House developed the path-goal model of leadership.
According to Andrew P. Knight, Gary Shteynberg, and Paul J. Hanges, Evans and
House soon realized “that a singular focus on behavior is … insufficient for
identifying when a leader would be effective” (1164). The path-goal model recognized
that a leader’s behavior is a major contributor to subordinates’ satisfaction and
success (Ayman and Hartman 1432). Path-goal theory suggests that an effective
leader directs followers’ behavior by changing followers’ perceptions of the
relationship between behaviors and outcomes (Knight, Shteynberg, and Hanges
1164). Specifically, leaders need to act in ways that increase the attractiveness of
outcomes associated with subordinates’ goal attainment. Additionally, leaders should
help subordinates see how a particular means will achieve a desired end (1165).
Recently, “methodological limitations and incomplete empirical support have led to a
decline in research on path-goal theory” (1168).
Researchers agree that dimensional variables help explain effective leadership
and management. According to Hersey, Blanchard, and Johnson, “[a]bundant
research supports the argument that all the basic leader behavior styles can be
effective or ineffective depending on the situation” (141). Jon P. Howell and Dan L.
Costly concur, “Nearly all current leadership experts agree that effective leadership
behavior depends on situational and follower characteristics” (11). Cameron et al.
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built upon the body of research as they developed the Competing Values Framework
(CVF).
The Competing Values Framework
In an attempt to integrate the many situational models of organizational
behavior and leadership, Cameron et al. developed the CVF. They claim, “[T]here is a
profoundly simple underlying framework that can identify the factors that produce
the most value in individuals and organizations” (4). The CVF emerged from studies
of the factors for highly effective organizational performance (5). One dimension of
the CVF “differentiates effectiveness criteria that emphasize flexibility, discretion, and
dynamism from criteria that emphasize stability, order, and control” (Cameron and
Quinn 30). The second dimension differentiates criteria that emphasize “an internal
orientation, integration, and unity” from those that emphasize “an external
orientation, differentiation, and rivalry” (31). Like other situational models, taken
together, these two dimensions form four quadrants (see Figure 2.2). Each quadrant
represents “a different set of organizational effectiveness indicators” (31).
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Clan

Adhocracy

Hierarchy

Market

External Focus and Differentiation

Internal Focus and Integration

Flexibility and Discretion

Stability and Control

Source: Cameron and Quinn 32.
Figure 2.2. The competing values framework.

Cameron et al. claim the CVF “goes beyond the capabilities of other
approaches to leadership development, organizational change, or financial valuation
in its ability to forecast, measure, and create positive value in organizations” (6). The
strength of the CVF is that it “highlights the need for congruence among individual
dynamics, organizational dynamics, and different types of outcomes associated with
value creation” (14). A second strength is that the basis of the CVF is behavior. The
assessment that accompanies the CVF assesses “competencies, not style, personality,
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temperament, or attitudes” (115). Research on the Leadership Competencies Survey
has demonstrated:
1. The most effective managers have at least average competency on
leadership skills in all four quadrants.
2. The most effective leaders have highly developed skills in the
quadrants that are congruent with their organization’s dominant
culture.
3. Both underdeveloped skill levels as well as an overemphasis on
particular skills inhibit leadership effectiveness.
4. Leadership competency in each quadrant has a positive association
with organizational performance. (113)
One application of the CVF is the identification of the “critical management
skills” necessary for improved organizational effectiveness (Cameron and Quinn
106). After interviewing over four hundred effective managers, David A. Whetten
and Cameron identified forty critical skills that “they thought typified the most
effective managers in the most effective organizations” (107). They clustered these
skills and competencies into a set of “competency categories,” which were then
organized so that three categories fit into each quadrant of the CVF model (see
Figure 2.3).
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Flexibility and Discretion
Adhocracy

Managing teams

Managing innovation

Managing interpersonal
relationships

Managing the future

Managing the
development of others

Hierarchy

Managing continuous
improvement

Market

Managing coordination
Managing the control
system
Managing acculturation

Managing
competitiveness
Energizing employees
Managing customer
service

External Focus and Differentiation

Internal Focus and Integration

Clan

Stability and Control

Source: Cameron and Quinn 108.
Figure 2.3. Critical management competencies.

Cameron has developed the MSAI to assess the management skills necessary
to facilitate organizational change (Cameron and Quinn 105). Taken together, the
CVF and the MSAI provide a means for diagnosing organizational culture and a
roadmap for initiating organizational change. Once again, organizational effectiveness
is a function of management behavior.
Quinn et al. have continued to develop and refine the CVF. Figure 2.4 reflects
this continuing refinement. Quinn et al. renamed the four quadrants to reflect what
they call “action imperatives” (vii). This change marks a move away from description
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toward prescription. Figure 2.4 also demonstrates the historic development of
management theory, as well as the different criteria of effectiveness for each.

Flexibility
Create
(Open Systems
Model)

Participation, Openness

Innovation, Adaptation

Commitment, Morale

Growth, Resource
acquisition

Control
(Internal Process
Model)
Documentation,
Information
management

Compete
(Rational Goal
Model)

External

Internal

Collaborate
(Human Relations
Model)

Productivity,
Accomplishment
Direction, Goal clarity

Stability, Control

Control

Source: Quinn et al. 12.
Figure 2.4. The competing values framework with effectiveness criteria.

Even though the work of Quinn et al. is more recent, because the language of
the MSAI reflects Cameron and Quinn’s earlier work, this study primarily utilizes the
earlier language of Quinn et al.
Challenges for Pastors
If the church as an organization needs to be more effective and if the business
world has discovered that effective management behavior is the key to an effective
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organization, then the church should turn to its pastoral leaders for leadership.
Nevertheless, as Barna describes the situation, “The unfortunate truth is that most
American churches have pastors who are not leaders. And my surveys show that
most of the true leaders are not pastors” (Habits 22). The problem is not just that the
church is not attracting people. The church’s lack of leadership is actually driving
people away:
Our research has shown that within the past couple of years the
Christian Church has driven away literally more than one million
Christians who are gifted leaders. Many of them departed simply
because they could not stand being at a church that had ineffective
leadership. (37)
Poor leadership in the church is not passive; poor leadership may actually prevent the
church from achieving its purpose.
Blame for the current state of affairs does not rest solely with pastors. McNeal
recognizes that most pastors are not intentionally ineffective: “Bad leadership is not
always the result of bad character or intentional malevolence. It can result from
simple incompetence” (4). The problem is, in part, systemic. In systems where
pastors are appointed to churches according to tenure and salary, one is likely to
observe the Peter Principle. In their now classic book, Laurence Peter and Raymond
Hull observe, “Occupational incompetence is everywhere” (20). Through
observation, Peter came to see that every case of occupational incompetence had a
common feature, namely, “The employee had been promoted from a position of
competence to a position of incompetence” (24). The Peter Principle even operates
in the church. “In a hierarchy every employee tends to rise to his level of
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incompetence” (26). Pastors who have been effective in their previous positions find
themselves promoted to positions where management skills are necessary, but they
and their churches find they are ill equipped for effective leadership.
The reason the Peter Principle works in the church is that until a pastor is
appointed to a church where he or she needs management skills, the pastor has
gotten along fine. Now, unexpectedly, the pastor has a new role.
Erwin Berry suggests that in most congregations, the pastor is the one who is
ultimately responsible for the personnel function and its administration (3). Unless
the pastor has prior management experience or has pursued management training on
his or her own, the pastor must fend for him or herself. “A large mistake many
churches make is to assume that the pastor will have the gift of personnel
management” (46).
As Barna points out, however, “Leadership, for most pastors, is just one of
those unfortunate duties they must endure as part of the deal that allows them to do
that which really turns them on—that is, preaching and teaching” (23). This tendency
to ignore leadership may be a natural tendency, but pastors must resist the urge.
Carl F. George and Robert E. Logan observe that the average pastor has an
unusual task, “one in which he wears three hats,” those of preacher, shepherd, and
leader-manager (13). Even though most pastors prefer other aspects of their job and
confess that the leader-manager role takes most of their time, they feel least well
equipped for the role (14).
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If management training was part of pastoral training, it might make a
difference in the effectiveness of the church. “Unfortunately, seminaries don’t give
much help in teaching our pastors how to develop effective staff relationships”
(Berry 46). If seminaries do not provide management training, pastors must rely on
previous training and experience or on-the-job training.
While research shows most of what managers learn (as much as 70-80
percent) comes from on-the-job experiences and practices, Fuller Seminary professor
Eddie Gibbs observes, “[P]astors and potential leaders in the various ministries of the
church are not, as a rule, mentored by individuals with leadership gifts” (115). Unless
gifted and experienced individuals mentor pastors, even on-the-job training is likely
to be insufficient.
George and Logan concur, “For the third hat, the leader-manager role, the
least training has been made available” (14). If pastors have no training, and if most
of what they learn on the job, they learn through experience, pastors are ultimately on
their own.
Daniel Goleman outlines what he calls “The Five Discoveries of Resonant
Leadership” (111). These discoveries are
1. My ideal self—Who do I want to be?
2. My real self—Who am I? What are my strengths and gaps?
3. My learning agenda—How can I build on my strengths while reducing my
gaps?
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4. Experimentation with and the practice of new behaviors, thoughts, and
feelings to the point of mastery, and
5. Development of supportive and trusting relationships that make change
possible.
Fewer and fewer people make each successive discovery. Not everyone makes the
first discovery. Fewer press on to the second. Fewer still reach the third level, and so
on.
Making the application to pastors and management skills, one presumes most
pastors have come to some understanding of the first discovery; they have chosen to
be pastors. Some pastors will move deeper and assess their strengths and gaps. Some,
however, will not and may never realize they need people skills in order to increase
their effectiveness. The next step for those who realize their need is to develop a
learning agenda, and that agenda should include management skills. The next step is
practicing. Goleman observes, “Great athletes spend a lot of time practicing and a
little time performing, while executives spend no time practicing and all of their time
performing” (157). One might say the same thing of pastors. Pastors are too busy
changing roles to do what they need to do. The danger is that “over time, people
[pastors] may become anesthetized to their ideal selves; their vision becomes fuzzy,
and they lose sight of their dreams…. They become numb to their passion, and settle
for more of what they currently are doing” (118).
The solution seems obvious. “[T]he average person greatly benefits from
additional learning of leadership and management skills” (George and Logan 14-15).
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The good news is that one can learn people skills. Help is available. Karl W. Kuhnert
observes that the professional development of people is big business (10). The leadermanager role of which George and Logan speak “is not tied to a particular
personality trait, but consists of well-articulated skills that any pastor can [original
emphasis] learn (14). Argyris lays down the challenge:
Anybody who aspires to positions of power [original emphasis] and
people in organizations, if he is to succeed, is responsible for becoming
more aware of his self and the systematic knowledge that exists about
human behavior; he needs to become proficient in human skill [original
emphasis]. (218)
Better people skills, when added to solid technical (in this case pastoral) and
administrative abilities, often makes the difference between an organization standing
still and moving forward (Lefton and Buzzotta 4). Most important, people skills
should help the pastor and, therefore, the church achieve its objectives (i.e., be more
effective).
Opportunities for Pastors
Learning management skills need not seem like too much to ask of pastors. In
many ways, moving toward people management is a return to one-on-one
discipleship, which has deep biblical roots. Throughout the history of the church, the
role of pastor has expanded; the pastor-as-manager is both a contemporary
development and a return to the pastor’s historic role of discipling people. Not only
can pastors benefit from learning management skills, organizational development
theory can shed light on the nature of the church.
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To Return to Discipleship
While the Bible is silent on modern staff development practices, it contains
numerous examples of one-on-one development, mentoring, and discipleship. Two
New Testament examples stand out: Jesus and Peter, and Barnabas and Paul.
The way Jesus invested himself in Peter is one of the fullest accounts of
personal development in the Bible. The Gospels and epistles record a full account of
Peter’s transformation from a fisherman full of potential to a fisher of men full of
power. Jesus utilized specific behaviors in bringing about this transformation in Peter.
First, Jesus called Peter. He invited him to be a part of his mission. In
Matthew 4, as Peter and Andrew were fishing. Jesus said to them, “Follow me, and I
will make you fishers of men” (v. 18). Something compelling, either in the person of
Jesus or in the idea of being fishers of men, must have attracted Peter and Andrew,
for “[i]mmediately they left their nets and followed him” (v. 20).
Not only did Jesus call Peter, he named him. The Gospel of John says Andrew
took Peter (Simon) to Jesus. After looking at him, Jesus said, “‘You are Simon the
son of John; you shall be called Cephas’ (which is translated Peter)” (John 1:42).
Likewise, in Matthew 16:18, Jesus said, “You are Peter, and upon this rock I will build
my church; and the gates of Hades will not overpower it.” Naming possesses a
certain power. In naming, the person doing the naming claims power, authority, and
dominion over the one being named. By naming, the one named is given identity and
purpose. By renaming Peter, Jesus knit their hearts, souls, and purposes into one.
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After calling each of his disciples, Jesus began to invest personally in their
development. Jesus ministered to the crowds, but he instructed his disciples. Peter
was the one who frequently asked Jesus for further explanation. “Explain the parable
to us,” he said in Matthew 15:15.
Peter was not just one of the twelve. He was part of Jesus’ inner circle: Peter,
James, and John. This small group enjoyed Jesus’ special attention. They witnessed
his transfiguration. Of the twelve, these three received instruction that was more
personal.
Even though Peter was one of Jesus’ favorites, he was far from perfect. He
was impulsive. He misunderstood the nature of Christ’s kingdom. He overestimated
his own development. Through Peter’s many mistakes and missteps Jesus patiently
corrected him. When Peter climbed out of the boat to be with Jesus, Jesus “took hold
of him” (Matt. 14:31). When Peter rebuked Jesus, saying, “‘God forbid it, Lord! This
shall never happen to you,’” Jesus, in turn, rebuked him (Matt. 16:22). When Peter
declared, “‘Even though all may fall away because of you, I will never fall away,’”
Jesus knew deeper, more painful character development lessons lay ahead (Matt.
26:33).
Following Peter’s denial, Jesus’ crucifixion, and the resurrection, in one gracefilled encounter, by means of one thrice-asked question, Jesus restored his defeated
disciple: “Peter, do you love me?” Jesus called him. Jesus taught him. Jesus corrected
him. Even after Peter’s bitter denial, Jesus continued to believe in him.
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In the book of Acts, following Jesus’ ascension and the coming of the Holy
Spirit at Pentecost, a new Peter emerges. Peter’s personality has not completely
changed. He is still somewhat impulsive, still somewhat outspoken, but now he is on
his own. He has been empowered. He has been sent. His passion and enthusiasm are
focused, and his ministry, the continued work of Christ, is effective. Jesus has fully
developed his disciple.
Many similarities exist between the way Jesus developed Peter and the way
Barnabas developed Paul. One easily overlooks the fact that Barnabas mentored Paul,
but Paul’s development is clearly observable.
Following Paul’s conversion, Barnabas took hold of Paul and brought him to
the apostles (Acts 9:27). By associating with Paul, Barnabas took no small risk; he
risked the lives of his fellow followers as well as his own reputation. Barnabas saw
beyond Paul’s past. Barnabas must have seen something in Paul the others could not
or had not seen—potential. Jesus saw this same quality in Peter when he called him.
Barnabas not only vouched for Paul to the rest of the believers, he personally
undertook Paul’s training. In Acts 11, Barnabas left Antioch to look for Paul in
Tarsus: “[A]nd when he had found him, he brought him to Antioch. And for an
entire year they met with the church and taught considerable numbers” (Acts 11:26).
This yearlong period was a time of intense personal development for Paul. It was a
time of learning by doing. Barnabas no doubt observed Paul’s keen mind, hunger for
learning, and gifts of teaching and leadership.
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For some time Barnabas and Paul traveled and ministered together.
Demonstrations of God’s power accompanied their preaching. After they healed a
lame man in Lystra, the crowd began calling Baranabas, Zeus, and Paul, Hermes,
“because he was the chief speaker” (Acts 14:12). This incident is noteworthy for two
reasons. First, the people recognized Barnabas as Zeus, the highest-ranking God.
Thus, they recognized Barnabas as ranking above Paul. Second, the people observed
Paul was the “chief speaker.” Paul’s influence was on the rise; Barnabas’ was about to
wane. The mentor was about to be eclipsed by his student.
In the next chapter, Paul and Barnabas are engaged in a dispute (Acts 15:2).
No longer was Barnabas the master and Paul the student. The two were equals. Paul
was confident enough to state his own opinions. So sharp was the disagreement, Paul
and Barnabas parted company. Paul went off by himself.
At this point in his narrative, Luke reverses the order of the two apostles’
names. Previously, Luke referred to “Barnabas and Paul,” but from this chapter on
switches the order of the apostles’ names. In a subtle way, Luke acknowledges Paul’s
passage into full apostleship.
Jesus’ development of Peter and Barnabas’s development of Paul parallel one
another. Jesus and Barnabas each claimed their student. Jesus called and named Peter.
Barnabas staked his reputation on Paul. Peter and Paul both underwent periods of
instruction, practice, and testing. Peter failed often, but each time he learned his
lesson and grew. Following his conversion, the Bible provides no account of Paul
failing. Given his prior background and pedigree and his profound conversion
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experience, one can easily imagine Paul applying himself wholeheartedly to Barnabas’
discipleship process. Small wonder Paul eclipsed Barnabas’ influence so rapidly.
Likewise, one can see why Peter, having fallen so grievously during Jesus’ trial and
having been restored so graciously by Jesus after the resurrection, continued Christ’s
work so boldly until his death. Peter and Paul were the products of intentional,
personal development by their masters.
To Reclaim a Historic Role
The role of pastor has been evolving since the days of the early church. While
a detailed history of this role is beyond the scope of this study, this section sketches
some of the major historical developments in the role of pastor. I will present the
current movement toward staff development as a modern continuation of the historic
trend of enlarging the pastor’s role. The emerging role of the laity further intensifies
the need for refocusing of the role of pastor. The evolution of the pastoral role
creates challenges for pastors. Pastors need to acknowledge the growing pressure to
change. They must critically, intentionally, and continually define their role.
Preaching and teaching are foundational components of the pastor’s role.
Following the ascension of Christ, the apostles essentially become the church’s first
shepherds, its pastors. Jesus instructed Peter to tend his sheep. Tending is precisely
what the apostles did in Acts. The apostles assumed the leadership of the band of
believers. As John Knox observes, “[The apostles’] primary function was the
preaching of the gospel … and implied the duty and authority of supervision” (7).
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The apostles were the chief interpreters of experience for this seminal group of
believers.
The church faced an early crisis in Acts 6, when a dispute between some
Grecians Jews and some Hebraic Jews arose. Setting an early precedent, the twelve
apostles affirmed the centrality of their “ministry of the word” (Acts 6:2). The people
selected from among themselves seven men who were to “serve tables.” They were
the first servants, the first deacons. The apostles continued to give their attention “to
prayer and the ministry of the word” (Acts 6:4). The role of apostle grew to include
“ministry of the word,” prayer, and oversight (administration, decision making).
“With [the] development of definitely official bishops [overseers] and deacons,… the
strictly primitive phase of the history of the church’s ministry [came] to an end”
(Knox 19). During the period of the early Church, the role of pastor already included
preaching, spiritual leadership, and oversight.
By the later Patristic period, separate orders were well defined. George H.
Williams identifies these as “the episcopate, the priesthood, and the diaconate and an
ever-growing series of lower orders” (“Ministry in the Later Patristic Period” 61).
With the establishment of Christianity under Constantine, people thought of the
various orders of clergy as the ecclesiastical counterpart of the succession of positions
one normally filled in service to the state (“Ministry of the Ante-Nicene Church” 29).
Another significant development in the role of the clergy during this period was the
assignment of bishops to particular judicial locales (“Ministry of the Later Patristic
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Period” 63). This conception of the role of the clergy continued largely unchanged
until the Reformation.
In relation to the role of pastor, the Reformers sought to place many of the
functions back into the hands of the people. For Luther, all Christian believers were
ministers, servants, and priests by virtue of their faith in the Word of God. Wilhelm
Pauck paraphrases Luther, “For the sake of order, certain ones must be set apart
from the group of believers to undertake the office of the preacher” (112). This
conception of the ministry was to determine the whole history of Protestant
Christianity (112).
In 1652, George Herbert enshrined the duties of the pastor. Edward Rochie
Hardy, Jr. claims the shape of modern ministry has been indelibly influenced by the
events and thinking of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries (175). The Reformers
left a lasting impression on the role of pastor.
According to Winthrop S. Hudson, in the Puritan age preaching, leading
worship, and administering the sacraments constituted only a part of the pastoral
office as defined in the post-Reformation years. During this period, the minister’s
role grew to include responsibility for pastoral care and oversight (191). This broadly
defined role of the pastor has persisted through the end of the Christendom era.
The church growth movement arose in part as a reaction to the impending
collapse of Christendom. Larger churches required larger staffs. The need to manage
staff added yet another role to the position of pastor. In the post-Christendom era,
new models for church leadership are emerging. According to Gibbs, leaders of these
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emerging new paradigm churches tend to be more entrepreneurial. The vibrant
energy of these new leaders is the prime influence for attracting and developing the
next generation of pastoral leaders (117). The role of the pastor has expanded yet
again.
Contemporary pastors face a twofold task. Not only must they adapt to
increasingly rapid cultural change, they must wrestle with an increasingly broad
definition of their role as pastor. Pastors who entered the ministry during the
Christendom era are finding the world has changed. Loren B. Mead recognizes the
shifting landscape of pastoral ministry: “Trained in institutions that were generated by
the mind-set of Christendom and ordained into denominations and congregations
predominantly shaped by Christendom, they discover the rules have changed in the
middle of the game” (34). The danger for these clergy is that without realizing what
has happened, some pastors may find themselves blown along by the next ministry
fad or trend.
One may address change in any of three ways. One can either accept it or
reject it; one can either embrace it or turn from it. One can deny it. Many pastors
embrace the challenge of change. Others flee from it, but denial is not an option.
Mead makes the point, “Denial … exists where clergy and executives put their heads
down and slog ahead, doing the same thing, sometimes a little harder” (62). Those
who choose denial may eventually find themselves adrift in a new milieu they can
scarcely comprehend.
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Even those who acknowledge and embrace change face with a challenge.
Dedication to the task is not enough. “It takes more than dedication to lead a church
to grow; it takes skill [original emphasis]” (Warren 57). One must learn new skills.
Pastors must clarify their own understanding of their role and pursue it with
all diligence. Niebuhr emphasizes the urgency of the matter:
The minister who knows what he is doing … is able to resist the many
pressures to which he is subject from lay groups in the churches, from
the society, from denominational headquarters, and from within
himself, however hard he must fight to keep his ship on course; but the
man who has no such determinative principle falls victim to the forces
of all the winds and waves that strike upon him. (54)
Dedication, skill, and focus are all necessary components of pastoral effectiveness.
If the role of pastor has expanded beyond the capacity of any one person, the
expansion has forced the whole church to rethink the role of the laity. “In the Church
of Christendom, the clergy were assumed to play the primary role in mission and
ministry. In the emerging church, the laity are the primary ones to cross the
missionary frontier and undertake the missionary task” (Mead 53). Less and less
frequently, pastors looked to as the ones who do ministry; the laity will carry out
more and more ministry.
Niebuhr anticipated the shift from pastor-centered ministry to laity-centered
ministry as early as the 1950s:
What seems most evident in the case of the modern pastoral director is
that he can think of himself neither as parish parson responsible for all
the people in a geographic area nor as the abbot of a convent of the
saved, but only as the responsible leader of a parish church; it is the
Church, not he in the first place, that has a parish and responsibility for
it. (91)
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Pastors need to remember that they are only part of the church, and that the church
as a whole bears responsibility for pursuing its mission.
Increasingly, pastors must return to “equipping and building up the saints”
(Eph. 4:12). Pastors may be tempted to take on new roles as culture changes. Pastors
must resist the pressure to do more themselves. Instead, they should find ways to
engage all the people of God in ministry to the world. “Clergy must be single-minded
in commitment to building up and equipping the people of God for their new
mission in the new age” (Mead 54). When pastors reclaim their historic role, they will
focus on feeding their sheep and equipping the saints for ministry.
To Renew Priorities
Niebuhr asks a crucial question: “What is the function of the minister in the
modern community?” (51). The challenge is to remain faithful while at the same time
being adaptable.
Mead notices this twofold challenge: “Clergy leadership must be unabashedly
religious and spiritual, but they will also have to be flexible and creative managers of
institutional structures, coping with all kinds of changes” (54). In other words,
pastors must abide in order to bear fruit.
While pastors must pare down their expansive role, a crucial component of
their emerging role must be that of “critical training officer” (Mead 54). The pastor
must equip the saints for ministry.
Gibbs speaks of a similar role for pastors, but instead of describing the
primary component of that role as “training,” he prefers the term “nurturing.” Gibbs
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suggests pastors, as “strategic leaders,” should focus on prayer, mentoring, and
nurturing the spiritual well-being of the community of faith (103). Such language
sounds contemporary, maybe even secular, but what is emerging resembles the
pattern of the early church.
Niebuhr sounds a similar note:
[T]he work that lays the greatest claim on [the pastoral director’s] time
and thought is the care of a church, the administration of a community
that is directed toward the whole purpose of the Church;… for the
Church is becoming the minister and its “minister” is its servant,
directing it in its service. (83)
Unfortunately, Niebuhr’s assessment stands at odds with much contemporary
pastoral practice.
Contemporary pastors need to shed many of the historical adhesions to their
role. They need to return to a place of shared leadership with the laity. Pastors must
put primary focus on spiritual oversight of the community and encouraging and
equipping the body of Christ for its work.
Keeping the scriptural image of the body of Christ in mind provides a context
for understanding the role of the pastor. Gilbert Bilezikian draws three conclusions
about the nature of ministry from the story of creation: (1) The making of
community requires work; (2) the members of community are servants together
under divine authority; and, (3) the work of community requires the total
involvement of its members (66). The eternal community, the Trinity, not only exists
in community, creates community, and invites persons into community, but all who
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participate in the extended community have a role in the ongoing work of the
community. The pastor’s role is to organize the work of the community.
Bilezikian suggests that the Bible contains descriptions of two types of
churches (see Table 2.3). The normative model exemplifies the ideal: full participation
of the entire church in ministry. The remedial model describes churches where the
ideal had been lost due to disruption “by ‘rebellious people’ and ‘deceivers,’” who
were “‘ruining whole households by teaching’ error for personal advantage” (112).

Table 2.3. Models for Church Ministry

Structure

Function

Normative
Model
Open
Participatory
Based on
Spiritual Gifts

Remedial
Model
Highly selective
Restricted

Equip
Support

Control
Direct

Source: Bilizekian 121.

For several reasons the role of pastor has primarily reflected the remedial
model of the church throughout much of history. First, the challenges of ministry
may have required it. Second, beyond the early church, subsequent generations failed
to observe the distinction between the two models and the situations in which they
arose. While attempting to remain faithful and biblical in defining the role of pastor,
they simply missed it. Third, some may have been attracted to the remedial model
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because they could more easily abuse it. Fourth, the remedial model might have
become the default model because it is simply easier. As Bilezikian notes, creating
community requires work (66). What Bilezikian seems to be suggesting is that
churches and pastors, when effective, will operate from the normative model. When
churches and pastors fail to function optimally, the situation will come to resemble
the remedial model.
This discussion has by no means exhausted the topic of the role of the pastor.
Pastoring emerged from one-on-one discipleship. The relationship between Jesus and
Peter and Barnabas and Paul are two primary biblical examples. The role of pastor
has expanded to the point where jettisoning some dimensions of it must take place.
Doing so will allow pastors to reclaim their discipling role. The doctrine of the body
of Christ demonstrates the forces that have shaped the role of pastor.
Success, in terms of creating lasting value, is the goal of the church, and
therefore, the goal of the pastor. Success, however, requires more than just being
present (Hersey, Blanchard, and Johnson 7). Showing up is only the beginning.
Leadership expert John C. Maxwell suggests the key to success is the ability to
lead others successfully (8). Nurturing, mentoring, training, equipping, and discipling
all share this focus: leading others.
Lefton and Buzzotta ask a piercing question: “Why would an organization
object to the use of people skills when they contribute to better results?” (7). The
implication is obvious. Organizations ought to welcome the use of any legitimate
skills that will help them be effective.
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Barna pins responsibility for the effectiveness of a church on the pastor. Many
deficiencies in a church’s ministry and organization can be overcome, “but you
cannot compensate for the lack of good leadership” (Habits 46). It starts with the
pastor.
The primary leadership role in a church falls to the pastor. Like Bilezikian,
Barna observes both the negative and positive effects of pastoral leadership.
Negatively, if the pastor does not focus on expanding and equipping the ministry of
others, the pastor’s ability to realize the vision is mitigated (36). The good news,
however, is that the pastor is not helpless. Barna describes the benefits of investing in
others:
If however, the leader devotes substantial resources … to the
development of potential leaders, both the leader and the church come
out ahead…. [O]ne of the most significant tasks of the leader-pastor is
to invest in developing as many other leaders as can be raised up from
the congregation. (36)
Finally, Barna places the responsibility for freeing pastors for leadership in the hands
of the church. If church is to succeed, it must free its leaders for success (44). The
church needs to help pastors redefine their role.
Berry encourages the church and its pastors to learn from the business world:
Melding the experience and expertise of the personnel business world
with a strong commitment to the nurture and love present in the
Christian gospel not only ‘greases the wheels’ for smooth, efficient staff
relationships, it also, in a very real way, models the gospel itself. (viii)
If pastors learned and applied lessons from the business world, they might discover
renewed effectiveness in their ministry and vitality in their vocation.
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Hersey, Blanchard, and Johnson acknowledge the challenge of getting even
business managers to take advantage of behavioral science theory and research: “It is
easy to tell managers that they should [original emphasis] use behavioral science theory
and research…. It is not easy to tell them how [original emphasis] to use it” (171).
Hersey, Blanchard, and Johnson claim most managers find such research either
difficult to understand of impractical to apply (171). Too many situational variables
make practical application impossible.
In the context of considering pastoral leadership, Hersey, Blanchard, and
Johnson’s comment suggests the need for a dimensional model of leadership that can
be applied to the church its pastoral management.
What Managers Do
The challenge for pastors is to forge ahead. If pastors want to be effective they
must learn new behaviors. They must learn to be effective managers. Peter and Hull
recognize the challenge. Exceptional leaders have too much difficulty in an
established hierarchy. Such leaders usually break out and start fresh somewhere else
(69). Exceptional leaders find a way to achieve success on their own.
On the other hand, instead of breaking out of the hierarchy, some find it
much easier to continue maintaining the status quo:
Most hierarchies are nowadays so cumbered with rules and traditions,
and so bound in by public laws, that even high ranking employees do
not have to lead anyone anywhere, in the sense of pointing out the
direction and setting the pace. They simply follow precedents, obey
regulations, and move at the head of the crowd. (Peter and Hull 70)
Maintaining the status quo is much easier.

Scholl 65
The challenge is to commit to doing things differently. Jeffrey Pfeffer
suggests, “Achieving competitive success through people involves fundamentally
altering how we think about the work force and the employment relationship” (16).
Leaders, managers, and pastors must conceive of themselves in a new way and
commit to whatever behaviors are congruent with that conception.
The consequences of effective management are not always obvious. As Pfeffer
describes it, “[T]he success that comes from managing people effectively is often not
as visible or transparent as to its source” (15). The source lies in understanding the
organization’s culture.
Not only must managers know and act on organizational research, Cameron et
al. have discovered that effective leaders behave in a manner consistent with the
culture of their organization (83). Effective leaders fit the organization.
In addressing the issue of organizational culture, Schein makes a distinction
between leadership and management. According to Schein, “leaders create and
change cultures, while managers and administrators live within them” (5). In the real
world, the distinction between leadership and management is less clear-cut.
Howell and Costly argue that the difference between leadership and
management is not always so obvious. Sometimes distinguishing between leadership
and management is neither realistic nor helpful (7). The purpose of both leadership
and management is to influence followers to accomplish goals.
Even in business, organizations sometimes overlook the role the
organization’s culture plays in its success. “Culture, how people are managed, and the

Scholl 66
effects of this on their behavior and skills are sometimes seen as the ‘soft’ side of
business, occasionally dismissed,” says Pfeffer (15). If the business world fails to see
the importance of organizational culture, churches are all the more likely to overlook
it.
Buckingham and Coffman provide an example of the impact of overlooking
organizational culture. A retail chain hired them to build a strong company culture. In
their analysis, they compared the effectiveness of each store within the company.
That Store A significantly outperformed Store B surprised them, even though both
stores had the same resources available. Buckingham and Coffman originally
attributed the difference to a difference in managers, but upon further analysis, they
concluded that at the store level, what had, in fact, happened was that each manager
had developed his or her own culture. “This company didn’t have one culture,” they
write. “It had as many cultures as it did managers” (38). The challenge in this case
shifted from building a strong company culture to one of multiplying the company’s
culture throughout each of its stores.
Drawing from the above discussion on dimensional models of leadership,
Howell and Costly suggest three basic leadership principles. The first task of
leadership, they say, is to diagnose situational and follower characteristics. In other
words, leaders need to diagnose the organization’s culture using situational variables.
Second, leaders must provide the basic leadership behaviors needed by followers.
Finally, leaders must be familiar with methods and programs for developing followers
and modifying their situations in order to make them more productive (14).

Scholl 67
The basic leadership behaviors found by Howell and Costly fit into four
categories. According to Buckingham and Coffman, they are the “four core activities
of the catalyst role: select a person, set expectations, motivate the person, and
develop the person” (65). These are the four basic management practices.
Lefton and Buzzotta have boiled management practice down to the same four
skill groups. They believe managers must develop evaluative skills, communication
skills, motivational skills, and adaptive skills (1). These four skill groups form the
building blocks of effective management.
Toward an Effective Church
A consensus is emerging around the issues of what an effective church might
look like and how churches can become more effective. McNeal helps the church
identify where it has been. “Church and lay renewal has given way to church growth,
which has given way to church health” (7). The church health movement and
business are coming together to help the church find its way in the future. McNeal
sees the church health movement as an extension of the church growth movement.
Church health is more integrated and includes a more comprehensive look at
leadership development and organizational behavior (23). Churches that have adapted
a church health perspective have learned important lessons from business.
McNeal helps pastors understand that talking about greatness and
effectiveness is acceptable. “The ambition to become a great spiritual leader actually
frees the spirit from the idolatry of self-centeredness, because greatness in the
spiritual world cannot be pursued without cultivating God-consciousness” (2).
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Churches do not seek to become great simply for greatness’ sake. “Greatness,”
McNeal says, “is not just about character. It’s also about effectiveness” (3). Greatness
is for the glory of God.
Thom S. Rainer challenges churches to move from good to great. Echoing the
words of Trueblood, he says, “It is a sin to be good if God has called us to be great”
(15). Greatness in God’s eyes is born through abiding.
Craig Van Gelder reminds the church that its purpose is to be and to do. He
observes that one of the shortcomings of the church growth movement is that it
conceives of the church in purely functional terms—what the church does (81).
“Historically,” he says, “the church has focused first on the nature of the church and
its attributes (what God has done) and then discussed the functionality of the church
in relation to its attributes (what we do in light of what the church is)” (82). This
historical emphasis holds in tension the being and doing or the internal and external
nature of the church.
Van Gelder makes a useful distinction when he observes the language used in
discussing these matters. “In many ways, the placement of the word growth [original
emphasis] makes all the difference in how one thinks about these matters” (88).
Specifically, he says, “Whenever the word church [original emphasis] is used as an
adjective to describe something else, there is a tendency to turn the church into a
functional entity that ends up serving primarily an instrumental purpose” (88). What
becomes most important is the church’s renewal, growth or effectiveness. An
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understanding of the richness of what God has already created within the very nature
of the church is lost (89).
Instead of using the word church as an adjective, Van Gelder suggests making
it the subject:
[I]t is more biblical to speak of the “growth of the church” rather than
“church growth,” or the “effectiveness of the church” rather than
“church effectiveness.” This shift in emphasis is not just a matter of
semantics; profoundly important ecclesiological issues are embedded in
this distinction. (89)
The church must come to some clarity regarding what it is to do. “But foundational
to understanding the functionality of the church is to also come to clarity on what the
church is—the nature of the church” (99). Ecclesiology becomes practical at this
point.
Snyder acknowledges church health is not enough. Church health can focus
too narrowly on the church and miss the fact that the church exists not for itself but
for God (215). “Biblically understood,” Snyder says, “the church has life within it”
(216). Ultimately, the church’s contribution to God’s kingdom is the measure of its
success (225). Effectiveness, fruit bearing, is to be expected.
Picking up on the image of life, Robert Lewis and Wayne Cordeiro speak of
the church’s purpose as cultivating a culture of faithfulness (being) in which those
who join with it can thrive, “much like the ‘hundred-fold harvest’ that Jesus
describes” (82). The key is identifying the primary “flywheels” of the church’s culture
(33). In cultivating the soil of the church, Lewis and Cordeiro add a helpful reminder:
“Fortunately, we are not stuck with the soil we begin with. We can condition the soil
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of even the rockiest church so that it will bring the greatest fruitfulness” (82). Fertile
soil produces a rich harvest.
Towns points out that fruit bearing is a joint venture between God and human
beings. As Towns says, “What God does in growth is absolutely necessary, but the
human worker also makes a vital contribution to the harvest” (“Effective Evangelism
View” 242). Pastors and churches cannot achieve true effectiveness without an active
collaboration with God.
Andy Stanley, Reggie Joiner, and Lane Jones lament the fact that most
churches do not have a reliable system for defining and measuring what success looks
like at every level of the organization (70). Without a working definition of success, a
church may become “very efficient at doing ministry ineffectively” (71). Their
conclusion echoes the words of Drucker above.
Research is beginning to identify the characteristics of an effective church.
According to Jim Abrahamson, effective churches have the following characteristics:
• They all knew practical foundations—need for more and better leaders,
spectators vs. involvement.
• They shared a similar outlook—sense of expectancy, willingness to grow,
take risks, be stretched.
• They shared a clear sense of purpose or calling.
• They tended to have supportive attitudes toward other Christian groups.
• Each had transferred leadership to the pastors and ministry to the
congregation (58).
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Identifying these characteristics is helpful, but, as stated, they are difficult to
quantify.
Barna acknowledges the confusion that exists about what an effective church
might be. Confusion exists among pastors as well as the laity about the practical
meaning of effective ministry (Habits 8). Numeric measures alone are inadequate.
“Attendance figures, square footage, staff size, annual operating budget and the like
are simplistic, sometimes misleading measures that overlook the most important
aspect of any ministry: the hearts of the people” (9). Barna chooses instead to
emphasize patterns of behavior that lead to “lives being transformed such that people
are constantly enabled to become more Christ-like” (7). Identifiable patterns of
behavior designed to develop Christlikeness are the hallmark of effective churches.
Effective churches are rare. Barna estimates that only 10-15 percent of the
Protestant churches in the United States are highly effective (Habits 11). “Highly
effective churches,” he says, “have a transforming impact on people’s lives because
they have developed habits that facilitate specified ministry outcomes—outcomes
that are consistent with Scripture and that emphasize life transformation” (12).
Highly effective churches have numerous habits, but they are habits that are
“intentional, strategic, productive, and biblically consistent” (16; see Table 2.4). Barna
concludes, “[I]t is the combination of these nine habits … that enable a church to
transcend survival to become highly effective” (17).
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Table 2.4. Nine Habits of Effective Churches
Habit 1:

Highly effective churches rely upon strategic leadership.

Habit 2:

Highly effective churches are organized to facilitate highly effective ministry.

Habit 3:

Highly effective churches emphasize developing significant relationships within the
congregation.

Habit 4:

Highly effective churches invest themselves in genuine worship.

Habit 5:

Highly effective churches engage in strategic evangelism.

Habit 6:

Highly effective churches get their people involved systematic theological growth.

Habit 7:

Highly effective churches utilize holistic stewardship practices.

Habit 8:

Highly effective churches serve the needy people in their community.

Habit 9:

Highly effective churches equip families to minister to themselves.

Source: Barna, Habits 16-17.

Summary
This literature review has brought the church and the business world into
dialogue. By examining learnings from the business world through the eyes of
theology, the church may be able to learn something as it seeks to be effective in
carrying out its mission in the world.
The two key terms used in this study reflect the nexus of church and business.
The first term, church effectiveness, suggests that the church can and ought to be
effective. The term church effectiveness is less numbers focused than is the term
church growth. Likewise, church effectiveness subtly balances the internal-external
dynamic of the church better than does the term church health. The church is called
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both to be and do. This same internal-external dynamic are observable at every level of
organizational behavior: in the individual, in the organization, and between the
organization and its environment.
For the purpose of this study, I adopted Barna’s definition of church
effectiveness (see Table 2.4). I utilized Barna’s HECI to assess the effectiveness of
the study churches (see Appendix A).
The second key term, pastoral management behavior, suggests that in churches
with staff, to one extent or another pastors function as managers of those staff. This
study sought to examine actual behavior rather than style or preference. For that
reason, I utilized a modified version of Cameron’s Management Skills Assessment
Inventory to assess the management behavior of pastors.
Chapter 3 presents the design of the study in detail.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
This study examined the relationship between church effectiveness and
pastoral management behavior in the North and South Indiana Conferences of the
United Methodist Church. The null hypothesis suggested that no such relationship
would exist.
Research Questions
Three research questions emerged from the stated purpose of this study.
Research Question 1
What is the level of effectiveness of the study churches?
This study evaluated church effectiveness in two ways. First, members of the
North and South Indiana Conference cabinets recommended churches for
participation in this study because, in the opinion of the cabinet members, the
churches met all nine criteria of an effective church as outlined by Barna. According
to Barna, highly effective churches
1. Rely upon strategic leadership,
2. Are organized to facilitate highly effective ministry,
3. Emphasize developing significant relationships within the congregation,
4. Invest themselves in genuine worship,
5. Engage in strategic evangelism,
6. Get their people involved in systematic theological growth,
7. Utilize holistic stewardship practices,
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8. Serve the needy, and
9. Equip families to minister to themselves (Habits 16).
Second, in order to validate the opinion of the cabinet members, the study
utilized a copy of Barna’s HECI (see Appendix A). The HECI assesses twelve
dimensions of ministry activity that “seem to distinguish highly effective churches
from the majority of American churches” (Barna, “Highly Effective Church
Inventory” 1).
Research Question 2
What management behaviors do pastors utilize?
The study utilized a modified version of Cameron’s MSAI to assess pastoral
management behavior (see Appendix B). The MSAI identifies twelve management
competency categories organized according to the Competing Values Framework.
According to Cameron and Quinn, “The twelve competency categories represent
clusters of competencies,… and individual items on the MSAI assess the extent to
which managers effectively demonstrate these competencies” (107). Table 3.1 shows
the four competency clusters and the twelve competency categories.
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Table 3.1. MSAI Competency Clusters and Categories
Clan Competencies

Adhocracy Competencies

Managing teams
Managing interpersonal relationships
Managing the development of others
Hierarchy Competencies
Managing acculturation
Managing the control system
Managing coordination

Managing innovation
Managing the future
Managing continuous improvement
Market Competencies
Managing competitiveness
Managing employees
Managing customer service

Research Question 3
What is the relationship between church effectiveness and pastoral
management behavior?
The null hypothesis suggested that no correlation would exist between church
effectiveness and pastoral management behavior. In order to test the null hypothesis,
I ran appropriate correlational statistics to establish the level of relationship, if any,
between the HECI and the MSAI.
Participants
The North and South Indiana Conferences of the UMC comprise 1,214
congregations. The cabinets of the two Indiana conferences selected a criterion-based
sample of pastors for participation in this study. The selection process required a
number of preliminary steps. First, I prepared alphabetical lists, by district, of
churches whose “other staff compensation” was greater than $60,000 as reported in
the 2006 conference journals. I took the lists to cabinet meetings of each conference.
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I explained the purpose of the study to the groups. I gave each district superintendent
the list of churches in his or her district and a list of Barna’s nine criteria of effective
churches. I asked the superintendents to place a check mark next to the names of the
churches in their district they thought met all nine of Barna’s criteria of effectiveness.
The district superintendents returned their lists as soon as they completed marking
them. I combined the lists the superintendents returned to form the initial sample for
the study. The superintendents recommended eighty-seven churches for participation
in the study.
Instrumentation
The present study was evaluative, utilizing both descriptive and correlational
methods. Barna’s HECI assessed a pastor’s perception of his or her church’s
effectiveness. A modified version of Cameron’s MSAI assessed pastoral management
behavior.
Church Effectiveness
The instructions directed the pastor of each study church to complete Barna’s
HECI. The HECI assesses church effectiveness along the following twelve
dimensions:
1. Pastoral leadership,
2. Lay leadership,
3. Structure and organization,
4. Worship,
5. Systematic faith development,
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6. Evangelism,
7. Holistic stewardship,
8. Serving others,
9. Prayer,
10. Accountability,
11. Interpersonal relationships among believers, and
12. Ministry to families.
Ten items comprise each dimension. Barna Research Group did not provide
reliability and validity information when I requested it. I established the reliability of
the HECI by computing Cronbach’s alpha for each dimension of the HECI.
Pastoral Management Behavior
This study utilized a modified version of Cameron’s MSAI. Cameron and
Quinn offer a detailed report of the psychometric properties of the MSAI (146).
According to Cameron and Quinn, “The best and most sophisticated analysis of the
psychometric properties of the MSAI was conducted by Lee Collett and Carlos Mora
at the University of Michigan (1996)” (146). The key question Collett and Mora
sought to address was, “Does the MSAI measure management skills that match the
Competing Values Framework?” (146). In order to answer their question, Collett and
Mora developed a new statistical technique called a Within-Person Deviation Score or DScore. D-Scores are ipsative scores, meaning they sum to zero. Cameron and Quinn
conclude that this statistical technique supports the CVF:
The expected value of correlations among ipsative scales is negative,
hence most positive correlations (.50 or higher) between same-
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dimension items, or same-quadrant items, coupled with negative
correlations between diagonal-quadrant dimensions and quadrants,
provide strong support for the validity of the MSAI. (149)
Collett and Mora’s work suggests that between quadrant correlations are consistent
with the CVF (see Figure 3.1).

Clan Quadrant

Adhocracy Quadrant

-.23

-.68

-.43

-.34

-.10

Hierarchy Quadrant

-.18

Market Quadrant

Source: Cameron and Quinn 150
Figure 3.1. D-Score correlations among quadrants.

To be consistent with the CVF, dimensions within a quadrant should have
positive or very slightly negative correlations among themselves (Cameron and Quinn
150). The results of Collett and Mora’s analysis confirm this prediction.
Cameron and Quinn report high reliability for item-dimension correlations as
well:
Examination of the correlations with each item and the other items in
its theorized dimension (within-dimension correlations) compared to
the correlations between each item and the other three dimensions
(outside-dimension correlations) reveals that every competency
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dimension has strong reliabilities (well above .50, a very strong
reliability using ipsative measures). (152)
In sum, the MSAI reflects very well the relationships among the quadrants and
competency dimensions of the CVF (152).
In order to maintain the integrity and validity of the MSAI, I attempted to
retain its original language. However, since Cameron originally designed the MSAI
for managers at various levels of an organization, some items contained language
foreign to most church settings. Therefore, I changed phrases such as “people in my
unit” to “people on my staff.” Otherwise, the items remained unchanged. I modified
the directions for completing and returning the survey as well as the demographic
items in order to suit the purposes of the study.
Data Collection
After identifying the study churches, the actual survey process began. First, I
sent an introductory letter to the pastor of each study church (see Appendix C). The
letter stated the purpose of the study and alerted the pastor that the survey materials
would be arriving in a few days. A reference letter from the bishop of the Indiana
Area of the United Methodist Church accompanied the introductory letter (see
Appendix D).
One week after I mailed the introductory letter, I mailed the survey materials
themselves. These materials included
• A cover letter—The cover letter thanked the study pastors for their
participation, stated the deadline for completing the materials, offered an incentive to
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the first five pastors who completed and returned their materials, and explained how
to complete and return the survey instruments (see Appendix E),
• A second copy of the bishop’s reference letter (see Appendix D),
• A copy of the HECI (see Appendix A),
• A copy of the MSAI (see Appendix B),
• A pre-addressed stamped envelope for returning the surveys, and
• A pre-addressed stamped postcard—Pastors used the postcard to indicate
they had completed and returned their survey materials. Use of a separate postcard
helped protect the anonymity of the pastors’ survey responses (see Appendix G).
Beginning the day I mailed the surveys and lasting a total of five days, I made
personal phone calls to every study church. Five days after the stated deadline, I sent
a reminder postcard to the pastors whose surveys I had not yet been received.
Data Analysis
As I received the completed surveys, I recorded the responses in a Microsoft
Excel workbook. This workbook contained three worksheets. I used the first
worksheet for data entry. Each column represented one survey item. I added one
additional column to contain a calculated value for other years in ministry. I
calculated other years in ministry by subtracting total years as senior/solo pastor
(demographic item 5) from total years in ministry (demographic item 6). I entered
and filed the surveys as I received them.
I waited until two weeks after the deadline before analyzing the data. Before I
analyzed anything, I double-checked my data entry according to the following
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protocol. I checked every tenth survey in my file, plus the last one, plus one for every
survey with a data entry error. If I found an error, I decided to continue checking
each subsequent survey until I found one with no entry errors. I checked eight of the
sixty-seven surveys I received (11.9 percent, the original six plus one, plus one for a
mistake I found).
In the second worksheet, I rearranged the MSAI columns according to the
appropriate scale using a scoring key provided by Cameron. For example, The MSAI
scale managing acculturation might have been comprised of MSAI items 11, 12, 35,
41, and 57. I rearranged the items from the first worksheet so that they were in
consecutive columns. Rearranging the columns allowed for easier analysis in the final
worksheet.
The real analysis work began on the third worksheet. I immediately
encountered a problem, however: Pastors sometimes skipped items. Even worse,
four pastors skipped two entire pages of the HECI; therefore, I had no data for four
entire dimensions of the HECI for each of those pastors. To overcome this problem
I used a formula to calculate the average for each HECI dimension and MSAI scale. I
decided that pastors had to complete 80 percent of the items in a dimension or scale
in order to calculate the average. Pastors had to enter eight of ten items on an HECI
dimension and four of five items on a MSAI scale or the formula did not calculate an
average. When the formula did not return an average, it left the entry blank (as
opposed to recording a zero).
To calculate global effectiveness, I added columns to
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• Sum the HECI entries,
• Count the HECI entries,
• Calculate the mean of all the HECI entries, and
• Calculate a weighted mean by multiplying the actual mean by 120.
I followed the same procedure for the MSAI and each MSAI cluster. Using Excel’s
correl function, I constructed a thirteen row (HECI) by seventeen column (MSAI)
matrix showing the Pearson product moment correlations between the HECI and
MSAI. I copied the entire workbook three times in order to work separately with the
top ten, target, and nontarget groups.
Excel does not provide probability (p) information with its correl function, so
I imported the averages worksheet from Excel into StatPlus Professional. I set the
significance level to “0.1%” and ran the linear correlation (Pearson) function. StatPlus
confirmed the Excel correlations at a significance level of .1 percent (p=.001).
I established the reliability of the HECI and MSAI using SAS software. I
exported the raw data from Excel and imported it into SAS. I used the proc corr
statement with the alpha option to calculate Cronbach’s alpha.
Generalizability
This study surveyed only UM pastors of effective congregations in Indiana.
The results of the study are generalizable only to the pastors who participated in the
study. The results of this study may, however, be generalizable to other UM
conferences near Indiana. The results of this study are limited to the UM pastors
studied. Further study of pastors of other denominations would strengthen the
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conclusions drawn from this study. Because this study used correlational methods,
causal claims must await further research.
Ethics
Throughout this study, I attempted to ensure the safety and protection of the
participants. Although I expected participants to have positive regard toward being
recommended for participation in this study, I wanted pastors to complete and return
the survey materials confidentially. I asked participants to return a separate postcard
indicating they had completed and returned the survey instruments. I stored all of the
materials completed and returned by the participants in a locked filing cabinet. Within
two weeks of the acceptance date of the study, I destroyed these materials.
Chapter 4 presents the study’s findings.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between church
effectiveness and pastoral management behavior in the North and South Indiana
Conferences of the United Methodist Church. The null hypothesis suggests that no
relationship between pastoral management behavior and church effectiveness exists.
Profile of Subjects
I mailed survey materials to the eighty-seven churches selected by the cabinets
of the North and South Indiana Conferences of the United Methodist Church. I
received responses from sixty-seven pastors (77.01 percent). I used demographic
items 4 and 9 to separate the churches into two groups, target and nontarget
churches. Items 4 and 9 correspond with two criteria that had to be met in order for
a church to be categorized as a target church. I did not attempt to analyze the data
based on gender because only five females participated in the study and only one met
the criteria for a target church.
First, because this study is concerned with the effect of pastoral management
behavior on church effectiveness, the pastor must have served the church long
enough to be responsible at least in part for its effectiveness. Therefore, in order to
qualify as a target church, the pastor of a study church had to have served the church
for three or more years. In recording data for this item, I recorded only the whole
number of years a pastor had served. For example, one response to demographic
item 4 was 1.5. The whole number of years completed was one, so 1 was recorded.
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Of the sixty-seven surveys completed, forty-six pastors (68.66 percent) had tenures of
three or more years (see Table 4.1).

Table 4.1. Length of Pastoral Tenure
Years in Current Church
Fewer than 3
3 or more

n

%

21
46

31.34
68.66

In order to qualify as a target church, a church had to have three or more fulltime staff members in addition to the senior or solo pastor. Of the sixty-seven
surveys completed, forty-five pastors (67.2 percent) reported having three or more
full-time staff additional staff members, (see Table 4.2).

Table 4.2. Additional Staff Members
Number of Full-Time Staff
Other than Pastor
Fewer than 3
3 or more

n

%

22
45

32.84
67.16

Of the sixty-seven completed surveys, thirty-one churches (46.27 percent) met
both criteria of a target church: They had a pastor of three or more years’ tenure and
three or more additional full-time staff members. I classified the thirty-six churches
(53.73 percent) that did not meet both criteria of a target church as nontarget
churches.
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Once I categorized the surveys as target or nontarget, I made several
observations based on the demographic portion of the survey. First, the pastors of
the target churches tended to be somewhat older than those of nontarget churches as
suggested by Table 4.3. The number and percentage of 51 to 55 year-olds were
approximately the same for both groups, but more target pastors fell into the 56-60
range, whereas more nontarget pastors fell into the 41-45 and 46-50 age groups.

Table 4.3. Age Ranges of Pastors
Target
Age Range
36-40
41-45
46-50
51-55
56-60
61 and over

Nontarget

All

n

%

n

%

n

%

0
1
6
10
9
5

0.00
3.23
19.35
32.26
29.03
16.13

1
5
10
12
4
4

2.78
13.89
27.78
33.33
11.11
11.11

1
6
16
22
13
9

1.49
8.96
23.88
32.84
19.40
13.43

Demographic items 4 through 7 provided some insight into a pastor’s career.
Table 4.4 summarizes those items. Pastors of target churches had almost five more
total years in ministry than did pastors of nontarget churches. Pastors of target
churches also had over five more years of experience as a senior or solo pastor than
did pastors of nontarget churches. Similarly, pastors of target churches had also been
in their churches more than 5 ½ years (nearly three times) longer than pastors of
nontarget churches.
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Table 4.4. Career-Related Demographics
Target
Years in
Prior career
Ministry
Senior/solo pastor role
Other ministry
Current church

x̄

Nontarget
x̄

σ

2.90
29.29
25.52
3.77
8.77

4.20
6.65
7.18
3.78
5.82

3.97
24.46
20.08
4.38
3.19

All
x̄

σ
6.63
8.71
9.03
4.30
3.10

σ

3.48
26.69
22.60
4.10
5.78

5.62
8.14
8.61
4.05
5.33

At first glance, pastors of nontarget churches appeared to have approximately
one more year in their prior careers than did pastors of target churches. However,
pastors who reported zero years in a prior career skewed the means downward. Table
4.5 more accurately depicts years in a prior career for pastors who had a prior career.
Pastors of nontarget churches averaged more than 3 ½ more years in a prior career
than did pastors of target churches.

Table 4.5. Years in Prior Career

Target churches
Nontarget churches
All churches

n

Total Years

x̄

σ

15
15
30

90
143
233

6.00
9.53
7.77

4.23
7.28
6.12

A similar downward skewing effect exists in the means for other years in
ministry. I calculated other years in ministry by subtracting years as a senior or solo
pastor from the total years in ministry. In Table 4.4, pastors of nontarget churches
appear to average seven more months (0.61 years) in other ministry than do pastors
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of target churches. However, seventeen pastors reported identical numbers for total
years in ministry and years as a senior or solo pastor, resulting in zero years in other
ministry. When I considered only non-zero responses, the difference in other years in
ministry was much smaller than it initially appeared. Table 4.6 more accurately
presents other years in ministry for only non-zero responses.

Table 4.6. Other Years in Ministry

Target churches
Nontarget churches
All churches

n

Total Years

x̄

σ

22
28
50

117.00
157.50
274.50

5.32
5.63
5.49

3.43
4.08
3.36

Demographic items 8 through 10 provided additional information about the
study churches. Target churches averaged almost 150 more people in attendance than
did nontarget churches. While target churches have nearly twice as many full-time
staff members as nontarget churches, the number of staff members reporting directly
to pastors of target churches is within one of the number reporting to pastors of
nontarget churches. Table 4.7 summarizes the church-related demographic items.
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Table 4.7. Church-Related Demographics
Target
x̄
Average weekly worship
attendance (past year)
Number of full-time staff
other than the pastor
Number of direct reports

Nontarget
σ

x̄

All
σ

x̄

σ

487.35

170.25

343.17

129.66

409.88

165.34

5.74

3.40

3.06

3.04

4.30

3.46

7.58

4.77

6.75

3.15

7.13

3.97

Church Effectiveness
Barna’s HECI measured twelve dimensions of church effectiveness. “[H]ighly
effective churches are typically at points ‘1’ or ‘2’ on the scale” (“Highly Effective
Church Inventory” 1). Using the scoring scale found on the HECI, I classified
churches scoring from 10 to 24 on a scale as “highly effective,” churches scoring
from 25 to 32 as moderately effective, and churches scoring 33 to 50 as “not
effective.”
To rate a church’s overall effectiveness, I developed a “global effectiveness”
scale. I defined global effectiveness as the sum of the item scores on the HECI,
divided by the number of items answered, times 120. Thus, a church’s global
effectiveness could range from 120 (all 1s) to 600 (all 5s). Using the HECI’s
guidelines, I derived three ranges of global effectiveness. Churches scoring 120 to 294
(10 x 12 = 120 and 24 x 12 = 288 + 6 for rounding = 294) are “highly effective.”
Churches scoring from 295 to 390 (25 x 12 = 300—5 for rounding and 32 x 12 =384
+ 6 for rounding = 390) are “moderately effective.” Churches scoring 391 to 600 (33
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x 12 = 396—5 for rounding = 391 and 50 x 12 = 600) are “not effective.” Using
Barna’s guidelines, twenty-one target churches scored in the highly effective range,
eight churches scored in the moderately effective range, and two churches scored in
the not effective range (see Table 4.8).

Table 4.8. Global Effectiveness Ranges Using Barna’s Guidelines

Target churches
Nontarget churches
All churches

Highly
Effective

Moderately
Effective

Not
Effective

120-294

295-390

391-600

21
15
36

8
19
27

2
2
4

Because Barna provided no reliability data, I developed a secondary means of
categorizing global effectiveness. In this second approach, I grouped the target
churches into thirds. I labeled the top third “highly effective,” the second third
“moderately effective,” and the bottom third “not effective.” This classification
resulted in narrower ranges for both the highly and moderately effective categories. I
divided the twenty-one highly effective churches in Barna’s scheme nearly equally
between highly and moderately effective. I recategorized the ten churches that were
moderately or not effective according to Barna’s methodology as not effective (see
Table 4.9).
For comparison, I also categorized the nontarget churches using this
secondary system. Because gaps exist between the ranges, five nontarget churches do
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not appear in Table 4.9. Four of these missing churches scored between highly and
moderately effective (252-266), the other scored between moderately and not
effective (290-298).

Table 4.9. Secondary Categorization of Global Effectiveness

Target churches
Nontarget churches

Highly
Effective

Moderately
Effective

Not
Effective

165-251

267-289

299-401

10
7

11
3

10
21

I termed the ten highly effective churches in this secondary categorization
“top ten” for purposes of comparing them with the target, nontarget, and all
churches. These ten churches represent the “best of the best” in that they meet the
criteria for a target church and had the ten highest global effectiveness scores.

Table 4.10. Global Effectiveness by Group
Group
Top ten churches
Target churches
Nontarget churches
All churches

Min

Max

x̄

σ

165.00
165.00
211.50
165.00

251.00
401.00
403.00
403.00

228.60
281.15
302.85
292.81

25.88
51.07
52.08
52.37

Because Barna provided no reliability data for the HECI, I computed
Cronbach’s alpha for each dimension of the HECI as well as for global effectiveness.
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The resulting Cronbach’s alpha for each dimension and for global effectiveness was
well above the 0.70 threshold normally accepted for satisfactory internal consistency
and reliability (see Table 4.11).

Table 4.11. Cronbach’s Alphas for the HECI
Dimension

α

Items

Pastoral leadership
Lay leadership
Structure and organization
Worship
Systematic faith development
Evangelism
Holistic stewardship
Serving others
Prayer
Accountability
Interpersonal relationships among believers
Ministry to families

0.80
0.87
0.83
0.85
0.81
0.82
0.77
0.88
0.81
0.87
0.89
0.90

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

Global effectiveness

0.97

120

Pastoral Management Behavior
I used a modified version of Cameron’s MSAI to assess pastoral management
behavior (see Appendix B). The MSAI identifies twelve management competency
categories organized into the four competency clusters of the Competing Values
Framework. According to Cameron and Quinn, “The twelve competency categories
represent clusters of competencies,… and individual items on the MSAI assess the
extent to which managers effectively demonstrate these competencies” (107).
The primary usefulness of the MSAI is in describing management competency
along each of the twelve categories. However, the overall management behavior of
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pastors may also be usefully described in terms similar to those utilized for
effectiveness. To rate a pastor’s overall management behavior, I developed a
construct I termed “global management behavior.” I defined global management
behavior as the sum of the item scores on the MSAI, divided by the number of items
answered, times 55. Thus, a pastor’s global management behavior could range from
55 (all 1s) to 275 (all 5s). The scales on the HECI and the MSAI run in opposite
directions. That is, a 1 on the HECI indicates a strong positive response, whereas a 1
on the MSAI indicates a strong negative response.
As can be seen in Table 4.12, the global management behavior of the top ten
and target groups was very similar. Likewise, the global management behavior of
nontarget and all churches was very similar.

Table 4.12. Global Management Behavior by Group
Group

Min

Top ten churches
Target churches
Nontarget churches
All churches

169
169
151
151

Max

x̄

σ

238
243
256
256

211.60
208.97
210.44
209.76

21.41
19.46
26.21
23.17

In order to confirm the reliability of the MSAI, I computed Cronbach’s alpha
for each dimension of the MSAI, for the four competency clusters, and for global
management. The resulting alphas for nine of the twelve scales, all four of the
clusters, and for global management were above 0.70 (see Table 4.13). Removing
items from the other three scales did not yield significant change in the Cronbach’s

Scholl 95
alphas, so I did not change them. The reliability for only one scale, managing
interpersonal relationships, fell below 0.60.

Table 4.13. Cronbach’s Alphas for the MSAI
Dimension

α

Hierarchy

0.84

13

0.71
0.73
0.75

5
5
3

0.82

12

0.77
0.70
0.63

5
2
5

0.85

15

0.73
0.57
0.76

5
5
5

0.87

15

0.63
0.82
0.74

5
5
5

0.95

55

Managing acculturation
Managing the control system
Managing coordination
Market
Managing competitiveness
Energizing employees
Managing customer service
Clan
Managing teams
Managing interpersonal relationships
Managing the development of others
Adhocracy
Managing innovation
Managing the future
Managing continuous improvement
Global management

Items

Table 4.14 displays the means for each dimension of the MSAI by group.
Figure 4.1 presents the same data graphically. The means of the target and nontarget
group differ only slightly from one another. On only three dimensions does the mean
differ by more than 0.1 points: managing the control system, managing
competitiveness, and managing the future.
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Table 4.14. Means for MSAI Categories by Group
Dimension

Top Ten

Target

Nontarget

All

Hierarchy
Managing acculturation
Managing the control system
Managing coordination

3.96
2.92
4.27

3.83
3.05
4.01

3.74
3.19
3.96

3.78
3.12
3.99

2.54
3.45
3.74

2.68
3.35
3.61

2.83
3.42
3.59

2.76
3.39
3.60

4.10
4.44
4.48

4.10
4.38
4.39

4.07
4.37
4.29

4.09
4.38
4.34

4.40
4.00
3.80

4.32
3.86
3.83

4.38
4.00
3.88

4.35
3.94
3.86

Market
Managing competitiveness
Energizing employees
Managing customer service
Clan
Managing teams
Managing interpersonal relationships
Managing the development of others
Adhocracy
Managing innovation
Managing the future
Managing continuous improvement
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Target

Nontarget

Fl e x i b i l i t y

Clan

5. 0 0

Fl e x i bi l i t y

Adhocracy

4. 0 0

5.00

Clan

3. 0 0

3.00

2. 0 0

2.00

1. 0 0
In t e r n a l

4.00

-

1.00
E xt e r n a l

Hierarchy

Market
C on t r o l

In t e r n a l

-

Hierarchy

Contr ol

Fl e x i b i l i t y

Adhocracy

Clan

Hierarchy

5.00

3. 0 0

3.00

2. 0 0

2.00

-

1.00
E xt e r n a l

C on t r o l

Adhocracy

4.00

1. 0 0
In t e r n a l

Market

Fl e x i bi l i t y

5. 0 0
4. 0 0

E xte r nal

All

Top Ten
Clan

Adhocracy

Market

In t e r n a l

-

E xte r nal

Hierarchy

Figure 4.1. Means for MSAI categories by group.
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Church Effectiveness and Management Behavior
I calculated the correlations between the HECI and the MSAI. In discussing
correlational strength, I use terminology suggested by Laurence R. Frey, Carl H.
Botan, and Gary L. Kreps (see Table 4.15). I used a probability of 0.1 percent (p =
.001) in calculating all correlations.

Table 4.15. Correlational Strength
Correlation (r)
Range
< 0.20
0.20 - 0.40
0.40 - 0.70
0.70 - 0.90
> 0.90

Strength
Slight
Low
Moderate
High
Very high

Source: Frey, Botan, and Kreps 360.

Table 4.16 shows the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients
between global effectiveness and global management behavior. The nontarget
churches showed the highest correlation, while the target churches showed the
lowest. The correlations for the top ten churches and all churches were nearly the
same.
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Table 4.16. Correlation of Global Effectiveness and Global Management
Behavior

Top ten churches
Target churches
Nontarget churches
All churches

Global
Effectiveness

Global
Management

x̄

x̄

r

228.60
281.15
302.85
292.81

211.60
208.97
210.44
209.76

-0.64
-0.36
-0.83
-0.63

Table 4.17 shows the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients
between global effectiveness and each of the MSAI competency clusters. The study
revealed the highest correlation between global effectiveness and management
behavior for nontarget churches. The study also demonstrated moderate correlations
with all MSAI clusters and global management for the top ten and all church groups.

Table 4.17. Correlation of Global Effectiveness with MSAI Competency
Clusters

Top ten churches
Target churches
Nontarget churches
All churches

Hierarchy

Market

Clan

Adhocracy

-0.42
-0.27
-0.80
-0.56

-0.52
-0.25
-0.73
-0.51

-0.55
-0.41
-0.70
-0.58

-0.59
-0.30
-0.81
-0.56

When viewed graphically, other observations become apparent (see Figure
4.2). The strength of the correlations for nontarget churches compared with the other
groups is clearly apparent. A consistent pattern of increasing correlation can be
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observed as one moves from target to top ten to all to nontarget churches along any
of the four MSAI management clusters. The study revealed the highest correlation
for target churches in the clan cluster. The correlations for all churches are very
similar across clusters. Correlations for the top ten and all church groups are very
similar except for the hierarchy cluster for top ten churches, which is somewhat
lower.

-0.90
-0.80
-0.70
-0.60
-0.50
-0.40
-0.30
-0.20

Nontarget
All
Top Ten
Target

-0.10

cra
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M
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Figure 4.2. Correlation of global effectiveness with MSAI competency clusters.

Because the study revealed such a strong correlation between global
effectiveness and global management for the nontarget churches, I performed further
demographic analysis for all of the study churches in an attempt to provide greater

Scholl 101
insight into these findings. Table 4.18 shows a breakdown of the correlation of global
effectiveness with global management by age group. Only one pastor fell in the 36-40
age range, so Table 4.18 does not include a correlation for that range. The correlation
between global effectiveness and global management rises almost steadily with age.

Table 4.18. Correlation of Global Effectiveness with Global
Management Behavior for All Churches by Age Range
Age Range
41-45
46-50
51-55
56-60
61 and over

n

%

r

6
16
22
13
9

8.96
23.88
32.84
19.40
13.43

-0.33
-0.54
-0.67
-0.64
-0.79

I also computed the correlation between global effectiveness and global
management behavior based on years in a prior career (see Table 4.19). I derived the
ranges for years in a prior career from the data presented in Table 4.5 (p. 88). I
rounded the mean of 7.77 up to eight, and the standard deviation of 6.12 down to six
and divided by two. I devised three ranges using this method. The middle range
represents the mean plus or minus one-half of the standard deviation (8 +/- 3, or 511). Churches falling outside this range fell within one standard deviation of the
upper and lower limits of the middle range. As with age, the correlation between
global effectiveness and global management behavior increases as years in a prior
career increases.
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Table 4.19. Correlation of Global Effectiveness with Global
Management Behavior for All Churches by Years in Prior
Career
Years in Prior Career
0-4
5-11
12 or more

n

%

r

48
15
4

71.64
22.39
5.97

-0.57
-0.63
-0.72

In order to look at the data in yet another way, I computed the correlations
between global effectiveness and global management behavior based on other years
in ministry. I derived the ranges for other years in ministry from the data presented in
Table 4.6 (p. 89). As can be seen in Table 4.20, the highest correlations are for pastors
with three to five and ten or more years in a prior career.

Table 4.20. Correlation of Global Effectiveness with Global
Management Behavior for All Churches by Other Years
in Ministry
Other Years in Ministry
0-2
3-5
6-9
10 or more

n

%

r

22
24
13
8

32.84
35.82
19.40
11.94

-0.52
-0.82
-0.40
-0.70

Correlations between the MSAI and the HECI for the top ten churches (see
Appendix I) yield further insights. The study reveals five high correlations between
MSAI scales and HECI dimensions for the top ten churches. In order of strength,
they are
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1. Managing interpersonal relationships and serving others (-0.82),
2. Managing teams and holistic stewardship (-0.78),
3. Managing interpersonal relationships and ministry to families (-0.75),
4. Managing the future and holistic stewardship (-0.74), and
5. Managing the development of others and serving others (-0.72).
Global management behavior showed moderate correlation with seven HECI
dimensions for the top ten churches. The MSAI scales managing teams and managing
innovation each had moderate or high correlations with six or more HECI
dimensions. Global effectiveness correlated moderately with eight MSAI scales. The
HECI dimensions of holistic stewardship and accountability each had moderate or
high correlations with six or more MSAI scales. Three HECI dimensions correlated
with three or more MSAI clusters.
The study revealed only moderate correlations for the target churches (see
Appendix J). Global management behavior showed moderate correlations with
pastoral leadership (-0.58) and accountability (-0.40). Managing teams showed
moderate correlation with five HECI dimensions. Global effectiveness showed
moderate correlation with managing teams (-0.44). Pastoral leadership had a
moderate correlation with three MSAI scales, as well as all four MSAI clusters:
hierarchy (-0.45), market (-0.46), clan (-0.51), and adhocracy (-0.52).
Correlations for the nontarget churches produced interesting results (see
Appendix K). First, only thirty-four of the 144 dimensional correlations shown are not
either moderate or high. In other words, 76.39 percent of the correlations are
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significant. Additionally, global effectiveness showed high a correlation with all four
MSAI clusters: hierarchy (-0.80), market (-0.73), clan (-0.70), and adhocracy
(-0.81). Lay leadership showed high correlation with managing acculturation,
managing the future, and managing continuous improvement, as well as three MSAI
clusters: hierarchy (-0.75), clan (-0.74), and adhocracy (-0.80).
Because the nontarget churches demonstrate so many correlations, noting
places of low significance proved helpful. Managing competitiveness had the fewest
(six) moderate or high correlations with the HECI dimensions. Likewise, holistic
stewardship has only two moderate or high correlations with the MSAI scales
(managing competitiveness and managing the future).
Appendix L presents the correlations for all study churches. I observed many
moderate correlations, but I did not find any high correlations. Global management
showed moderate correlation with nine HECI dimensions. Four MSAI scales
(managing acculturation, managing customer service, managing teams, and managing
the future) showed moderate correlations with six or more dimensions of the HECI.
Global effectiveness correlated with ten MSAI scales. Two scales, managing the
control system and managing competitiveness, had no moderate or high correlations
at all. Six dimensions of the HECI had six or more moderate correlations with the
MSAI scales. Additionally, seven dimensions (pastoral leadership, lay leadership,
structure and organization, prayer, accountability, interpersonal relationships, and
ministry to families) produced moderate correlations with three or more MSAI
clusters (see Table 4.21).
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Table 4.21. HECI Dimensions with Moderate Correlations with All Four MSAI
Clusters for All Churches

Pastoral leadership
Lay leadership
Accountability
Interpersonal relationships
Ministry to families

Hierarchy

Market

Clan

Adhocracy

-0.55
-0.56
-0.50
-0.46
-0.44

-0.47
-0.53
-0.41
-0.43
-0.48

-0.54
-0.63
-0.50
-0.52
-0.51

-0.59
-0.58
-0.53
-0.49
-0.52

Summary of Major Findings
This study produced several major findings:
• The study churches taken as a group meet Barna’s criteria for effectiveness.
• The pastors of the study churches did not utilize any single cluster of
management skills.
• A relationship between church effectiveness and pastoral management
behavior exists. Two related sub-points merit specific attention:
o The nontarget churches showed higher correlations between
effectiveness and management behavior than did the target churches.
o The top ten churches demonstrated strength in the clan and adhocracy
quadrants.
In Chapter 5, I discuss observations, implications, applications, and limitations
of these findings in detail.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between church
effectiveness and pastoral management behavior in the North and South Indiana
Conferences of the United Methodist Church. The goal of the project was first to
identify the effective churches and, second, to see if the pastors of the churches
employed a common set of management behaviors. The hope was that if this study
revealed a common set of management behaviors, perhaps other pastors could learn
these behaviors, thus increasing the effectiveness of their churches.
In Chapter 2, I developed a theology of church effectiveness by examining
relevant biblical material, historical attempts to renew and maintain effectiveness, and
the doctrine of the church. God is interested in both being and doing. God wants his
people to be faithful, but he also wants his people to be fruitful. The church stands in
constant need of revival. Periods of revival mark efforts at renewing and maintaining
effectiveness. The church growth movement offers an example of a renewal
movement whose theological underpinnings have matured over time. At its heart, the
church growth movement continues to insist, “We grow churches because it is God’s
will” (Van Engen, “Centrist View” 137).
Interestingly, business literature has begun observing the being-doing tension
in organizations. Organizations seek to maintain themselves internally and to adapt
themselves to the external environment (Argyris 49). The role of management is to
ensure that an organization performs both internal and external functions, thus
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increasing the organization’s chances of long-term success. Theorists have developed
many theories of leadership, most of which focus on the style or personality of the
leader. The CVF offers two strengths not found in other theories. First, the CVF
acknowledges, accounts for, and holds in tension the often-conflicting values
managers face. At its most basic level, the CVF uses the internal-external and
flexibility-control dimensions to describe management behavior. The second strength
of the CVF is that it is behavior based. The challenge of many leadership theories is
that they are personality or style based. I can learn to emulate someone else’s
behavior much more easily than I can adopt their personality or style. The CVF
seemed an ideal construct to pair with a theology of church effectiveness.
Pastors and church leaders need not be afraid of business management
principles, especially when they reflect the image of God in human interaction. If
God calls his followers to be faithful and fruitful, they need to employ every tool at
their disposal toward those ends.
Church Effectiveness
The first finding of this study is that the study churches met Barna’s criteria
for effectiveness. The purpose of this study was not to define church effectiveness.
Rather, the purpose of the study was to study effective churches. Therefore, the
process involved identifying or creating a construct for church effectiveness,
identifying effective churches, and, finally, assessing church effectiveness. Barna’s
work on effective churches was ideally suited to the purpose of this study.
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The first step in the process was to select an operational definition of church
effectiveness. Rather than develop a new construct for effectiveness, I chose Barna’s
definition from among several options.
Next, I needed to identify effective churches for inclusion in the study. First, I
needed to identify the persons best suited to assess church effectiveness. It seemed
unlikely that anyone at the local church level, either clergy or laity, would have the
breadth of exposure to assess the effectiveness of a large number of churches. It
seemed equally unlikely, that the bishop of 1,200 plus churches would have detailed
enough knowledge of enough churches to assess their effectiveness adequately.
Fortunately, a third possibility suggested itself, namely, utilizing the district
superintendents to assess the effectiveness of their churches. Theoretically, they
should have broad knowledge of a significant number of churches but not so large a
number that they would not have the detailed knowledge necessary to assess the
churches’ effectiveness. The next challenge was whether the district superintendents
could accomplish the task.
The results of the study suggest that the district superintendents accurately
assessed the effectiveness of their churches using Barna’s criteria. When the pastors
of the recommended churches reported their own perceptions of their church’s
effectiveness, 94.03 percent of the study churches were either highly or moderately
effective using Barna’s criteria. The district superintendents understood and
successfully applied Barna’s definition as they went about the task of identifying
effective churches. Discovering empirical evidence in support of their assessment
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ought to encourage district superintendents (and the bishops who oversee them).
That superintendents are knowledgeable enough about their congregations to assess
accurately the congregation’s effectiveness should also encourage pastors and
congregations.
The finding that the study churches were effective refutes the just-be-faithful
argument some pastors might make against applying management principles and
practices to the church. One would assume that the vast majority of pastors attempt
to be faithful. The findings of this study suggest, however, that not every church is
effective. Those that are effective, though, are bearing fruit, fruit that is both
observable and measurable. As Jesus said in reference to good and bad trees, “By
their fruit you will recognize them” (Matt. 7:20).
Barna’s instrument proved to be a reliable tool for assessing church
effectiveness. As stated in Chapter 4, the Cronbach’s alpha for each dimension of the
HECI was well above the 0.70 threshold normally accepted for satisfactory internal
consistency and reliability (see Table 4.11, p. 92). More research utilizing the HECI
would further strengthen the body of knowledge related to this instrument.
The usefulness of Barna’s work for the purpose of this study suggests its
potential usefulness in future studies. Future studies exploring aspects of effective
churches could follow a process similar to the one utilized in this study in order to
identify and assess church effectiveness.
Several limitations related to church effectiveness are worth noting, however.
First, when I asked pastors to participate in the study, both the bishop and I
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congratulated them for being identified as effective by their superintendents. This
might have affected their self-perception and led them to report their effectiveness
more favorably than they otherwise might have.
Second, this study relied on the self-report of the pastors. A pastor might view
or report his or her own effectiveness more favorably than others would. This is not
to suggest that a pastor would be deliberately misleading, but the pastor’s is only one,
possibly biased, perspective. I utilized the initial cabinet recommendation process, in
part, to mitigate this circumstance. In this study, two voices, the superintendant’s and
the pastor’s, attested to the effectiveness of each church.
Third, the wording of the instructions on the HECI might lead a pastor to
evaluate his or her church positively. The instructions indicate that Barna designed
the HECI to compare the respondent’s church to “a group of churches … that we
call ‘highly effective churches’” (Barna, “Highly Effective Church Inventory” 1). The
instructions go on to suggest that highly effective churches “facilitate changed lives,”
a highly desirable outcome to many pastors. Finally, the instructions go so far as to
suggest, “The highly effective churches are typically at points ‘1’ or ‘2’ on the scale.”
Each of these statements could lead a pastor to evaluate his or her church more
positively than he or she otherwise might. One ought to keep these limitations in
mind when interpreting the results of this study and utilizing the HECI in future
research.
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Pastoral Management Behavior
One of the key premises of the CVF is that management behavior ought to
reflect the culture of the organization. I hoped to discover that the participant
churches were effective and further, to identify a common, discernable set of pastoral
management behaviors that might account for their effectiveness. If discovered, such
a pattern would be useful in identifying both a pattern of management behavior and
an organizational culture that promote greater effectiveness. The results of this study
suggest, however, that the pastors of the study churches did not utilize any single
cluster of management skills. Likewise, no single organizational culture is responsible
for the effectiveness of the churches.
At one level, these results are disappointing. It would have been nice to
provide churches with specific guidance on how to become more effective.
Nevertheless, the results of the study are quite realistic. Churches cover the entire
spectrum of organizational cultures, so one would expect the pastors who lead them
utilize a variety of management behaviors.
The results of this study reflect a diversity of management behavior. Looking
at each dimension of the MSAI, the mean scores for target and nontarget churches
differ only slightly (see Table 4.14, p. 95). In fact, the means differ by more than onetenth of a point on only three dimensions. The charts presented in Figure 4.1 (p. 97)
demonstrate just how similar the management behavior of target and nontarget
church pastors is. The size, shape, and similarity of the shaded areas for the target and
nontarget churches are quite evident.
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The top ten chart, however, has a slightly different shape; the bottom half of
the shaded area appears slightly smaller and narrower. Examining Table 4.14 (p. 96)
more closely, one notices that the means of the top ten churches differ from those of
the target churches by more than one-tenth of a point on seven dimensions. Further, the
difference on each of the three hierarchy dimensions and each of the three market
dimensions is greater than one-tenth of a point, which accounts for the narrower
bottom portion of the diagram. These observations may suggest that the hierarchy
and market clusters account for the difference between the effectiveness of top ten
and target churches. The means for managing the control system and managing
competitiveness were lower for the top ten churches than for the target churches. An
inverse relationship may exist between each of these two dimensions and
effectiveness.
These inferences are strengthened when one notes a similar pattern between
the top ten and nontarget churches. The means of five of the six dimensions
comprising the hierarchy and market clusters differ by more than one-tenth of a
point, and the same two dimensions are lower for the top ten churches than they are
for the nontarget churches. All of the study churches reflect this pattern of lowered
means for managing the control system and managing competiveness.
While these patterns are observable, they are difficult to explain. Pastors might
shy away from behavior focused on competition. Competing, getting ahead, and
winning are values more typically associated with the marketplace than they are with
the church. Lower scores on managing competiveness may reflect a preference for
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being the church and remaining faithful as opposed to more dynamic attempts at fruit
bearing. Faithfulness is necessary, but alone it is an insufficient basis for expecting
effectiveness. If fruitfulness is expected, one should pursue it with all diligence.
Pastors may not possess the behaviors reflected by these dimensions. They
may represent a blind spot or gap in the pastor’s education or development. It would
not be surprising to find that pastors do not know how to manage the control system
(establish and monitor critical performance indicators, establish a budget for critical
resources, analyze critical reports, and utilize an intentional process of defining,
solving, analyzing, and solving problems; Cameron and Quinn 183). Likewise, that
pastors do not keep track of “competitors,” benchmark best practices, or identify
core competencies and strategic advantages—all elements of managing
competitiveness—is not surprising (187).
Before drawing too strong or too many conclusions, one should note that
these are merely observations of the mean scores for these dimensions and groups.
The differences noted may or may not prove to be statistically significant. The size
and pattern of the means is suggestive, however.
Church Effectiveness and Management Behavior
As stated previously, the purpose of this study was to examine the relationship
between church effectiveness and pastoral management behavior. According to the
null hypothesis, no such relationship would exist. However, the results of this study
suggest that a correlation exists between church effectiveness and pastoral
management behavior. The study also revealed moderate correlations between global
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effectiveness and global management behavior for all of the study churches. Likewise,
the results show moderate correlations between global effectiveness and each of the
MSAI competency clusters. The findings of this study are intriguing because the
strongest correlations exist for the nontarget churches.
The Target Church Concept
I originally conceived the target church concept in order to narrow the focus
of the study. To be categorized as a target church, a church had to meet three criteria.
First, the church had to be effective. Second, the pastor had to have served the
church for at least three years. Therefore, the effectiveness of the church would be
due in some part to the present pastor. Finally, the church had to have at least three
additional full-time staff members, people the pastor actually managed. These criteria
seemed logical, but the study did not produce the expected results. The study
revealed more and stronger correlations between effectiveness and management
behavior for the nontarget churches than for the target ones.
The nature of the relationship between pastoral tenure and church
effectiveness is difficult ascertain. At first, it seems absurd to suggest that churches
whose pastors have been there fewer than three years or churches with fewer than
three full-time additional staff might be more effective than those that met the criteria
of a target church. After three years, a pastor might actually have a detrimental effect
on a church’s effectiveness. One would hope a pastor would not be responsible for a
decline in effectiveness, but such an occurrence is not impossible. If pastors were
determined to be detrimental to their congregations after three years, one might
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conclude that shorter pastorates are actually better for congregations than are long
ones.
As noted in Chapter 4, target church pastors had been in their churches an
average of five years more and nearly three times longer than had pastors of
nontarget churches. Rather than explaining the results simply in terms of the number
of years the pastor has served a church, another plausible explanation is that the
difference in reported effectiveness lies in the pastors’ perception of the church’s
effectiveness. A pastor who has served a church fewer than three years could view
the church in an overly positive light. Many factors could contribute to such a
perception, such as the church’s reputation, the previous pastor’s effectiveness, and
the so-called honeymoon period. Such factors might have a positive effect on a
pastor’s perception for as long as three years.
A pastor who has served a church for three or more years could see and
report the church’s effectiveness in a more realistic way, that is, more negatively.
During a pastor’s first three years, he or she has been testing his or her perceptions
and discovering the church’s true strengths and weaknesses. After three years, the
pastor could actually be in a better place to assess a church’s effectiveness than would
be possible in a shorter period.
Pastoral tenure does not fully account for the results of this study. Soliciting
estimates of a church’s effectiveness from persons other than the pastor might lead to
greater understanding and insight. Church leaders, staff members, congregation
members, persons served by a congregation, community members, previous pastors,
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and other pastors in the area each could all offer other perspectives on a church’s
effectiveness. Taken together these perspectives would paint a clearer picture of a
church’s effectiveness.
The staff size criterion represents a similar challenge to the one presented by
pastoral tenure. Churches with fewer staff members, or at least fewer full-time staff
members might turn out to be more effective than churches with at least three
additional full-time staff members. A church with fewer staff members would likely
be characterized by better communication, greater clarity and cooperation, and,
therefore, greater effectiveness. The results of this study seem to support this
interpretation. While target and nontarget churches had approximately the same
number of staff reporting to the pastor, target churches had nearly twice the number
of additional full-time staff than the nontarget churches.
Aside from these two criteria of target churches, other variables might account
for the greater effectiveness of nontarget churches. As a group, target church pastors
tended to be older, to have been in ministry five more years, to be a senior pastor five
more years, and to serve larger congregations than did their nontarget counterparts.
Differences in seminary education may account, in part, for the differences between
target and nontarget churches. The idea that target church pastors learned under one
leadership paradigm and nontarget pastors learned under another is not implausible.
For all of the study churches, effectiveness tended to increase with age. This seems
only natural, as one would expect pastors to grow in knowledge and proficiency as
they grow older. Still, such growth seems counterintuitive.
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The study found that effectiveness increases as years in a prior career
increases. This finding supports the discussion in Chapter 2, which suggested that
first-career pastors likely do not have management training or experience. As was
mentioned in Chapter 4, for all study churches two MSAI scales, managing the
control system and managing competitiveness, had no moderate or high correlations
at all. Cameron and Quinn offer suggestions for developing skills in these areas.
Table 5.1 presents five suggestions for developing competency in each of these two
scales.
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Table 5.1. Developing Competency for MSAI Scales with No Significant
Correlations
Managing the Control System

Managing Competitiveness

Establish a monitoring system that allows you
to know how your [church] is performing on
… critical performance indicators.

Keep track of how the best churches are
performing.

Establish a budget for all critical resources
(e.g., money, time, task assignments,
expertise).

Benchmark the best practices in the best
churches. What are they doing differently?
What are they planning to do in the future?

Analyze critically the key reports that are
produced by and for your [church] to assure
accuracy and usefulness.

Create ways to learn from successes

Use a rational, stepwise system for defining,
analyzing, and solving problems.

Identify core competencies and strategic
advances. What is it that makes your [church]
unique?

Clarify the specific goals and objectives that
are to be accomplished. Identify the specific
measures that will determine success.

Conduct a formal SWOT analysis. List
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and
Threats.

Source: Cameron and Quinn 183.

The demographic item related to other years in ministry does not follow a
perceivable pattern (see Table 4.6, p. 88). Pastors with three to five other years in
ministry (as an associate pastor, perhaps) have the highest effectiveness, followed by
pastors with ten or more years. Then come pastors with zero to two years, and finally,
pastors with six to nine years.
As I analyzed the data from this study, many people suggested I completely
abandon the target church concept. Abandoning the concept would certainly have
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simplified the presentation and discussion of the results of the study, but I retained
the target church concept so that others could learn from its failure and might even
be intrigued and motivated to explore the concept further.
It may be safest to say that no single factor accounts for the relationship
between church effectiveness and pastoral management behavior. Still, examining the
salient findings of the most effective groups may prove fruitful.
Nontarget Churches
The nontarget group of churches warrants a closer look (see Appendix K).
The results show the highest correlations between effectiveness and management
behavior among the nontarget churches. Further, the highest correlation (-.83) of the
entire study exists between global effectiveness and global management behavior for
this group. The results also show strong correlations between global effectiveness and
all four MSAI clusters and two MSAI scales. Five strong correlations exist between
HECI dimensions and MSAI scales.
The five strong correlations of the nontarget churches are in just two HECI
dimensions: lay leadership and structure/organization. This is a significant finding.
Nontarget churches might also be characterized as medium-sized churches. They
average 150 fewer people in worship than do target churches, and they did not meet
the three additional full-time staff criterion. The results of this study suggest that lay
leadership and structure/organization play a key role in the effectiveness of the
medium-sized church. Based solely on this study, one cannot say who is responsible
for ensuring strong lay leadership, and structure and organization, but one might
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expect that the pastor would play a key role in ensuring that those elements of an
effective church are in place.
In Chapter 1, I noted a point of agreement between the Harvard Business
School, author and Stanford University Graduate School of Business professor Jim
Collins, and the Gallop organization. All of these business leaders agree on one thing:
“First who … then what” (Collins 41). In the nontarget churches one of the primary
responsibilities of the pastor must be developing leaders, both paid and unpaid. To
develop lay leadership, pastors ought to focus on identifying, developing, selecting,
and deploying effective lay leaders.
At the same time, pastors of nontarget churches devote their attention and
energy to structure and organization. Rather than simply taking the denominational
structure and trying to work within its parameters, pastors of nontarget churches
work to ensure that the structure of their churches remove or minimize barriers to
effectiveness and facilitate ministry.
Looking at the nontarget churches from a management behavior perspective,
all of the strong correlations are in two clusters: adhocracy and hierarchy.
Surprisingly, about this finding is that adhocracy and hierarchy represent diagonally
opposite quadrants of the CVF. Adhocracy represents an externally focused, flexible
organization, whereas hierarchy represents an internally focused, controlled one.
That these two clusters would be emphasized at the same time in any
organization seems surprising at first, but when given further thought, such a finding
should not be surprising in effective, mid-sized churches. The ability to shift or move
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from an internal focus to an external focus, from being to doing, is a key element of
church effectiveness. Such a shift may be indicative of a movement from faithfulness
alone to a more active pursuit of fruitfulness. At some point, pastors and church
leaders must challenge, reevaluate, and possibly replace old structures and ways of
doing things. The church must move from control to flexibility. It appears that
effective, mid-sized churches are finding ways of doing both. The movement is likely
from internal to external, from control to flexibility. The mechanisms for energizing
the movement are lay leadership and structure/organization.
One final observation regarding the nontarget churches is worth noting. The
HECI dimension holistic stewardship has strikingly little correlation with any aspect
of management behavior. Only two of the twelve MSAI categories had moderate
correlations (-0.45 and -0.43) with holistic stewardship. These few correlations are
also among the weakest of all the HECI dimensions. The absence of stronger
correlations remains somewhat of a mystery, particularly when holistic stewardship is
a key element of the top ten churches’ effectiveness.
Top Ten Churches
The top ten churches represent the other group that warrants a closer look
(see Appendix I). One should keep in mind that this is a subset of the target
churches. In essence, the top ten churches represent the best of the best. Like the
nontarget churches, the top ten churches had five strong inter-dimensional
correlations. Four of the five strong correlations are in just two HECI dimensions:
holistic stewardship and serving others. Like the nontarget churches, all five strong
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correlations are in two MSAI clusters: clan and adhocracy. The clan cluster represents
the area of relationships. Specifically, it represents the skills (and therefore scales) of
managing teams, managing interpersonal relationships, and managing the
development of others. It seems that the top ten churches have found ways to
capitalize on these skills.
Summary
Recalling the discussion presented in Chapter 2, that pastors have traditionally
been equipped to function primarily in the hierarchy quadrant seems logical. The
hierarchy quadrant likely consists of the vast majority of churches. Churches in this
quadrant tend to be small, internally focused, and lack flexibility. No doubt, some
hierarchy churches are effective, but the real breakthrough in effectiveness comes
when a church begins to focus externally and its practices become more flexible. Lay
leadership and structure/organization may be the mechanisms for moving beyond a
hierarchy church.
A second movement may occur when the people in adhocracy churches start
to feel loose and disconnected. The top ten churches have found a way to maintain
flexibility while regaining some of the internal focus that gives people a sense of
belonging. Larger, effective churches do this through clan behavior, that is, through
managing teams, managing interpersonal relationships, and managing the
development of others.
Taken as a whole, the results of this study suggest an orientation toward
flexibility is more conducive to effectiveness than is an orientation toward control.
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Based on the CVF, pastors who want to lead congregations toward effectiveness may
want to consider developing skills associated with the clan and adhocracy quadrants
of the CVF. Specifically, pastors should develop skills in managing teams,
interpersonal relationships, developing others, innovation, the future, and continuous
improvement.
Limitations of the Study
This study was a first step toward understanding the management behavior of
pastors. By design, this study examined only UM pastors of effective churches in
Indiana. The results, therefore, are generalizable only to those pastors who
participated in the study. Further research utilizing broader selection criteria might
reveal a causal relationship between church effectiveness and pastoral management
behavior.
The results of this study may be generalizable to other UM conferences.
Conferences in the same geographic region are likely to reflect the highest degree of
similarity as they likely reflect similar cultural values. Caution is urged when
generalizing the results of this study beyond conferences immediately adjoining the
North and South Indiana conferences.
Overall, the design of this study proved effective. Including both the North
and South Indiana Conferences of the United Methodist Church provided a large
enough population from which to identify study churches. The bishop and cabinets’
input and support were not only steps in the design of the study, they no doubt help
account for the high response rate the study achieved. The instruments utilized
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possessed three characteristics that made them well suited to the study. They were
theory and research based. They proved to be reliable, and they were user-friendly
enough that pastors could complete them successfully.
Suggestions for Further Study
This study represents an early attempt at understanding the relationship
between church effectiveness and pastoral management behavior. Further research
will strengthen the body of knowledge and, hopefully, ultimately increase the
effectiveness of the church. Taking this study as a starting point, future research
efforts could be conducted more broadly, more deeply, or both.
Future researchers may choose to employ the same methodology in other
denominational structures, denominations, or groups. For example, this study could
be replicated in other UM conferences. Doing so could strengthen the conclusions
drawn in this study, and further benefit the United Methodist Church as a whole.
Another opportunity to broaden the research might be to replicate this study in other
denominations. Studying other mainline churches might suggest that the findings of
this study are peculiar to United Methodism. One could also study nondenominational and/or independent churches, although discovering a relatively
independent means of identifying effective churches might prove to be a challenge.
Rather than broadening the study, others might study effective churches in
greater depth. A common concern throughout this study has been its reliance solely
on a pastor’s assessment of his or her own management behavior. Feedback from
other staff members, lay leaders, or congregation members might yield further
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insights. Such a step would go a long way toward alleviating the tentative nature of
some of the conclusions of this study.
Implications
At a fundamental level, the findings of this study point to the importance of a
church’s organizational culture, the fit between the pastor and the church, and the
pastor’s adaptability. One of the pastor’s first tasks on entering a new church is to
learn the church’s organizational culture. Everyone’s (the church’s, the pastor’s, and
denominational leaders’) goal should be achieving the best fit between congregation
and pastor. The CVF suggests that an organization achieves greater effectiveness
when alignment exists between the organization and its leader. In the UMC, the initial
responsibility for fit lies with congregational leaders and denominational officials. As
soon as an appointment is made, however, responsibility for fit shifts primarily to the
pastor. The pastor assumes the task of not only diagnosing the organizational culture
of the church but also adjusting his or her management behavior to that culture.
This study has implications for pastors, denominational leaders, and local
church leaders. First, pastors should take responsibility for acquiring some basic
management skills. Even if management training is not part of the seminary
curriculum, even if it is not a denominational requirement, even if local church
leaders do not see the need for it, the effectiveness of a church depends too much on
the pastor’s ability to manage for basic management skills to go unlearned.
Second, pastors also ought to be able to diagnose the culture of the churches
they are serving. The CVF and MSAI are useful tools toward this end. The goal is not
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just diagnosis, however. The goal is applying the proper management behavior given
the culture of the churches and the culture the pastors are trying to develop. No one
will intentionally shape the culture of the church if the pastors do not.
Finally, pastors should be encouraged. The idea of managing people is not as
foreign to the role of the pastor as may be assumed. The theological word for
managing people is discipling. Pastors are called to make disciples. Staff members—
those closest to the pastor, those with a similar sense of call and commitment, those
with the greatest desire to serve—offer themselves to Christ, to the church, and in a
real way, to the pastor to be discipled. Pastors must disciple, must manage—whatever
one wants to call it—their staff.
Denominational officials such as district superintendents and bishops can
benefit from this study as well. First, denominational officials have reason to be
encouraged. The district superintendents in Indiana accurately identified nearly ninety
churches that met Barna’s criteria for church effectiveness. They should be
encouraged by the number of churches that are effective, and they should be
encouraged that they were able to identify them accurately.
As a result of this study, denominational officials may recognize the need for
and encourage pastors to develop management skills. The results suggest that there is
a relationship between a church’s effectiveness and its pastor’s management behavior.
I hope that denominational officials will recognize the benefits of management
training, and further, that they will provide resources and opportunities for pastors to
acquire such skills.
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Finally, denominational officials should see the value of matching pastors of a
particular management style with churches of a particular organizational culture. This
suggestion likely offers a new means of making pastoral appointments that could
result in increased effectiveness across the annual conference or even the
denomination.
Local church leaders can also benefit from this study. As with denominational
officials, local church leaders may recognize the need for and encourage pastors to
develop management skills. Local church leaders may be in an even stronger position
than denominational leaders in encouraging their pastors along these lines. Local
church leaders may themselves possess management skills from which pastors could
benefit. Pastors may be more likely to respond to a request from their parishioners
more favorably than they would from their supervisors. Local church leaders should
recognize the benefits of better management and should encourage and support
pastors as they seek to acquire greater management skill.
Relatedly, local church leaders should be encouraged to learn the
organizational culture of their church and be receptive to their pastors’ leadership in
shaping the culture of the church. This study demonstrates that there is no right
culture for an effective church. Church leaders, however, ought to be able to
understand the culture of their churches. They ought to be able to discern what shifts
in culture may be necessary for the church to continue to be effective and, God
willing, to move to greater levels of effectiveness.
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Postscript
This study has been a tremendous benefit to me in my own pastoral career.
Nearly ten years ago two lay leaders gave me some advice on how to be effective in
ministry. Their comments helped chart the course of my ministry.
This past year I have lived this study. I do not mean that conducting the
research and analyzing the results has consumed all of my time. What I mean is this:
A year ago I was appointed to my first church as senior pastor. The church I serve
has thirteen staff members, not counting the preschool teachers. Had I not been
studying management on my own for so long, I would have been ill equipped to lead
this church. My work on this study has already influenced me, and hopefully it has
helped me lead my congregation more ably.
Of particular interest to me are the results related to the nontarget churches.
Had my church been in my study, it would have fallen in the nontarget group. I have
only served there a year, and we have only three additional full-time staff. The church
and I both fit the demographic profile of the nontarget churches, too. We face many
of the challenges of moving beyond a hierarchy church hopefully to even greater
levels of effectiveness.
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APPENDIX A
Highly Effective Church Inventory
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APPENDIX B
Management Skills Assessment Inventory
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APPENDIX C
Preliminary Letter
October 15, 2007
Dear ,
Greetings in the name of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ! I am writing to you for two
reasons. First, I want to congratulate you. You and your church have been recognized by
the cabinet as one that is highly effective and is making a difference in Indiana. That is
significant. It means the kingdom of God is advancing under your leadership.
Second, I am writing to ask for your help in the research portion of my doctoral
dissertation project. The purpose of my study is to understand how pastors of effective
churches manage their staff members. I want to know what the best (that’s you!) do to be
so effective.
In about a week, you will receive a packet of information from me. This packet will
contain the survey materials themselves. I know you are already very busy, but I am
asking you to carve out a few minutes to complete this survey as soon as possible after
you receive it, and to return it to me on or before October 31, 2007. Complete the
information and directions will accompany the survey materials.
As a small incentive and as a way of saying thank you, I will send a $5 Starbucks gift
card to the first five (5) pastors who complete the survey materials and return them to me.
I am thankful for the assistance Bishop Coyner and the North and South Indiana
Conference cabinets have offered me as I have pursued this project. I hope you will be
willing to take a few minutes to help me as well.
May the Lord continue to bless you and your ministry as you serve him!
Joy and peace,

Rev. Matthew L. Scholl
Elder, South Indiana Conference
Beeson Pastor Program,
Asbury Theological Seminary
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APPENDIX D
Reference Letter
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APPENDIX E
Cover Letter
October 22, 2007
Dear ,
Greetings once again in the name of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ! Enclosed you will
find the survey materials I mentioned in my letter a week ago. Please take a moment to
ensure that this packet contains the following items:
This cover letter
A letter from Bishop Coyner
Highly Effective Church Inventory (white)
Management Skills Assessment Inventory (cream)
A postage-paid return envelope
A postage-paid return postcard (peach)
If any of the items are missing, please contact me immediately so that I may send them to
you.
Please read the instructions completely before beginning the survey. The survey itself
should take approximately 30 minutes to complete. Once you have completed the
materials, be sure to mail them back as soon as possible. As I mentioned previously, I
will send a $5 Starbucks gift card to the first five (5) pastors who complete the materials
and return them to me.
All materials should be mailed back on or before October 31, 2007.
As I have been preparing these materials my thoughts and prayers have been with and for
you. I am thankful for the church you serve, its effectiveness, and the leadership you
provide. May the Lord bless you as you continue to serve him. Thank you again for your
help with my research.
Joy and peace,

Rev. Matthew L. Scholl
Elder, South Indiana Conference
Beeson Pastor Program,
Asbury Theological Seminary
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APPENDIX F
Instructions
Read this page first. This page contains important information about the materials you
have received.
Confidentiality. The design of this project protects your identity in four ways. First, no
personal information is requested in either instrument. The Management Skills
Assessment Instrument contains a demographic section, but this data will be grouped and
analyzed for all respondents. Individual responses cannot be traced back to a particular
respondent.
Second, the two surveys have a code in the upper right-hand corner of the first page. The
code in no way identifies you. Its purpose is to identify the two inventories as having
been completed by the same person.
Third, the return postcard allows you to communicate with me independently of your
survey materials. It is important you return it once you have completed the materials. It is
the only way for you to let me know you have completed the survey.
Finally, all the materials you return to me will be kept in a locked filing cabinet when I
am not working directly with them. These materials will be destroyed within two weeks
of the final approval of my dissertation.
Completing the survey. Please follow the steps below in order as you complete the
survey. Allow approximately 30 minutes to complete the materials.

Step 1: Read the directions for and complete the
Highly Effective Church Inventory (white).
Step 2: Read the directions for and complete the
Management Skills Assessment Instrument (cream).
Step 3: Place both completed surveys in the postage-paid
return envelope and seal it.
Step 4: Complete the postage-paid return postcard (peach).
Step 5: Place the return envelope and postcard in the mail
on or before October 31, 2007.
Thank you again for your time and assistance!
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APPENDIX G
Response Postcard

Dear Matt,

Date:

___ I have completed and returned both the Highly Effective Church Inventory
and the Management Skills Assessment Instrument.

___ I would like to receive a summary of the findings of your study.

Name:
Church:
Address:
City, State, Zip:
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APPENDIX H
Follow-Up Postcard
11-7-07
Dear ,
I wanted to follow up one more time regarding the survey materials I sent you a couple of
weeks ago. As of this morning, I had not received confirmation that you have completed
the materials. If you have, let me again thank you for your willingness to help in my
research. If you have not yet completed them, let me encourage you to do so as soon as
possible. Even though the deadline has passed, it is not too late for your input to be
included in my study.
Blessings,
Matt
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APPENDIX I
Pearson Product-Moment Coefficients for Top Ten Churches
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APPENDIX J
Pearson Product-Moment Coefficients for Target Churches
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APPENDIX K
Pearson Product-Moment Coefficients for Nontarget Churches
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APPENDIX L
Pearson Product-Moment Coefficients for All Study Churches
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